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ABSTRACT
Disparities in discipline are well documented throughout our nation as the gap continues
to increase (Losen et al., 2015; Losen & Skiba, 2016; Raush & Skiba, 2004; The Civil Rights
Data Collection, 2014). Though Black students comprise only 16% of the student population in
the United States, they account for nearly half of school suspensions and expulsions (The Civil
Rights Data Collection, 2014). In the context of RHS (location of this dissertation in practice),
Black students encompass nearly 20% of the student population while accounting for
approximately 30% of the total number of referrals. More alarming is that administration
suspended Black students out of school more often than any other student group, accounting for
49.3% of all out-of-school suspensions.
I began this dissertation in practice by first identifying the context-specific root causes
contributing to racial disparities in discipline. Then after an in-depth literature analysis, I planned
to implement an intervention to improve the identified root causes to disproportionate discipline,
which inevitably would close gaps in office discipline referrals between Black males and their
White classmates. Based on statistical analysis, the improvement science model, in conjunction
with applying principles of transformational leadership, successfully created a culture and
climate conducive to implementing this intervention with fidelity and sustainability at RHS.
Though COVID-19 created obstacles that made it unreliable to use ODRs to measure the impact
of the intervention on racial disparities in discipline, previous research asserts that fidelity
implementation of my chosen intervention has proven to improve racial disparities in discipline.
Therefore, based on the successful implementation of my intervention, I concluded racial
disparities in discipline will decrease in future years at RHS.

iii

DEDICATION
I want to dedicate this dissertation to my parents, Phil and Valerie Rich. They have
shown me a tremendous amount of love and support throughout my life. Without their
encouragement and unwavering commitment to my education, I would have never started this
process. I would also like to dedicate this dissertation to my new baby girl, Dorothy Evelyn Rich.
I hope you will always prioritize your education and follow your biggest dreams. However, more
importantly, I pray you always put God first and know all things are possible with Him. Your
daddy loves you more than you will ever know. Lastly, I want to thank my wife for her support.
Even when I wanted to quit, she never made that an option. Instead, she encouraged me to keep
working hard and often reminded me this was what I wanted.

iv

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
Other people deserve recognition for helping me complete this dissertation. First and
foremost, I want to thank my parents, Phil and Valerie Rich, who have supported me every
moment of my life. Without their support, mainly through tough times, my life may look
drastically different. The love they exude for me is one I hope to show my children throughout
their lives. Next, I want to acknowledge my wife, Summer Rich, for putting up with me
throughout this journey. She helped me keep the end in sight through many late nights and
doubts along the way. I also want to thank my in-laws, Craig and Deborah Browning, for their
support. I never went hungry because Deborah cooked all the time, and Craig allowed me tag
along with him on his farm to relieve stress. Inevitably, without the support of these five
individuals, I would not have started this journey, let alone finished it.
Professionally, I want to acknowledge others for their tough love and support along the
way. First, I am grateful for my relationship with Dr. Martha Day. Though at first, I was not sure
how our relationship was going to be, inevitably, she taught me more about being a quality
educator than anyone ever has. Under her leadership, I not only grew as an educator, but I grew
as a person.
I would also like to acknowledge Dr. Stacy Leggett. She is legitimately the reason I
started this journey. One day, I was planning and sent her an email about my desire to continue
my education and possibly obtain my doctorate. In less than five minutes, Dr. Leggett called me
and told me she would make a call but may be able to help me out. Soon after, she called back
and told me she had gotten it approved for me to apply for a new Ed.D. cohort at WKU. The
only caveat was the cohort started that evening with a meeting to go over the program. I showed
up at the meeting that evening and started this journey.

v

Additionally, as my committee chair, Dr. Leggett was very supportive throughout the
dissertation process. She was always available for my barrage of questions and answered them
promptly and succinctly. I could not imagine a better dissertation chair or person to lead and
guide me throughout this journey.
Lastly, I want to thank my building-level principal, Joey Norman. He allowed me to
implement SWPBIS at RHS, send out surveys, and meet with teachers after hours to complete
my research. He was always available for questions, but more importantly, he was a friend from
the moment he hired me as his assistant principal.

vi

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Abstract ......................................................................................................................................... iii
Dedication ..................................................................................................................................... iv
Acknowledgements ....................................................................................................................... v
List of Tables .............................................................................................................................. xiii
List of Figures.............................................................................................................................. xv
Chapter 1. Introduction ............................................................................................................... 1
PROBLEM OF PRACTICE ................................................................................................................ 1
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY ...................................................................................................... 3
METHODOLOGY ........................................................................................................................... 6
DELIMITATIONS ........................................................................................................................... 7
LIMITATIONS ................................................................................................................................ 7
RESEARCH QUESTION .................................................................................................................. 9
DEFINITIONS ................................................................................................................................ 9
Summary ............................................................................................................................... 11
Chapter 2. Problem Roots and Mini study ............................................................................... 12
LITERATURE REVIEW ................................................................................................................. 12
School-Level Influences ........................................................................................................ 13
Teacher-Level Influences ...................................................................................................... 15
Student-Level Influences ....................................................................................................... 19
Parent-Level Influences ........................................................................................................ 22
vii

Summary ............................................................................................................................... 25
METHODS .................................................................................................................................. 25
Setting and Context ............................................................................................................... 25
Participants ........................................................................................................................... 27
Research Design ................................................................................................................... 27
Procedures ............................................................................................................................ 29
DATA ANALYSIS ........................................................................................................................ 33
ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS ........................................................................................................ 33
LIMITATIONS .............................................................................................................................. 34
QUANTITATIVE RESULTS ........................................................................................................... 36
School-Level Influences ........................................................................................................ 38
Teacher-Level Influences ...................................................................................................... 40
Parent-Level Influences ........................................................................................................ 45
QUALITATIVE RESULTS.............................................................................................................. 47
Open-Ended Survey Responses ............................................................................................. 49
Department Head Interview Results ..................................................................................... 52
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT .......................................................................................... 54
Building Positive Relationships ............................................................................................ 54
Communication ..................................................................................................................... 54
Equitable Discipline Practices ............................................................................................. 55
Establish School-wide Expectations ..................................................................................... 55
Cultural Proficiency.............................................................................................................. 56
CONCLUSIONS ............................................................................................................................ 59

viii

NEXT STEPS ............................................................................................................................... 62
Chapter 3. Improvement Science Intervention 1 ..................................................................... 66
LITERATURE REVIEW ................................................................................................................. 68
Positive Behavioral Supports and Interventions (PBIS)....................................................... 68
Transformational Leadership ............................................................................................... 82
Improvement Science ............................................................................................................ 86
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK ...................................................................................................... 93
INTERVENTION DESIGN .............................................................................................................. 98
TFI Components.................................................................................................................. 106
RESEARCH DESIGN .................................................................................................................. 127
Setting/Context .................................................................................................................... 127
Participants ......................................................................................................................... 128
Procedures .......................................................................................................................... 128
Results ................................................................................................................................. 132
SUMMARY ................................................................................................................................ 138
Chapter 4. Revision and Reimplementation........................................................................... 140
INTERVENTION 2 LITERATURE REVIEW.................................................................................... 141
Transformational Leadership Principles ............................................................................ 141
TFI Items for Improvement ................................................................................................. 143
INTERVENTION DESIGN ............................................................................................................ 148
RESEARCH DESIGN .................................................................................................................. 153
Participants ......................................................................................................................... 153
Procedures .......................................................................................................................... 154
ix

Transformational Leadership ............................................................................................. 154
Student, Family, and Community Involvement ................................................................... 155
Behavioral Expectations/ Teaching Expectations .............................................................. 156
Restorative Discipline Policies ........................................................................................... 157
Professional Development and Classroom Procedures ..................................................... 159
Procedures .......................................................................................................................... 159
Limitations .......................................................................................................................... 161
Results ................................................................................................................................. 164
SUMMARY ................................................................................................................................ 178
Chapter 5. Intervention Findings and Implications .............................................................. 181
THE IMPROVEMENT SCIENCE PROCESS .................................................................................... 182
Lessons Learned.................................................................................................................. 192
TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP .......................................................................................... 197
Lessons Learned.................................................................................................................. 199
THEORY OF IMPROVEMENT ...................................................................................................... 199
INTERVENTION CYCLES CONCLUSIONS .................................................................................... 204
Intervention 1 – Lessons Learned ....................................................................................... 205
Intervention 2 – Lessons Learned ....................................................................................... 206
RESEARCH QUESTION CONCLUSIONS ....................................................................................... 208
Research Question 1 ........................................................................................................... 209
Research Question 2 ........................................................................................................... 212
Research Question 3 ........................................................................................................... 215
Research Question 4 ........................................................................................................... 218
x

RECOMMENDATIONS ................................................................................................................ 219
LIMITATIONS ............................................................................................................................ 222
IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH.................................................................................... 223
CONCLUSION............................................................................................................................ 224
REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................ 226
Appendix 1. Letter to Teachers and Staff ............................................................................... 266
Appendix 2. Implied and Informed Consent Document ....................................................... 267
Appendix 3. Root Cause Survey Summary Statistics ............................................................ 269
Appendix 4. Root Cause Survey Likert Item Percentages .................................................... 271
Appendix 5. SWPBIS Team Members, Positions, and Roles................................................ 273
Appendix 6. Initial Tiered Fidelity Inventory – Tier 1 .......................................................... 274
Appendix 7. SWPBIS Intervention 1 Action Plan ................................................................. 278
Appendix 8. TIPS Meeting Minutes Guides ........................................................................... 280
Appendix 9. RHS School-Wide Teaching matrix................................................................... 312
Appendix 10. RHS Plan for Desired Behaviors...................................................................... 313
Appendix 11. RHS Plan for Desired Behaviors...................................................................... 314
Appendix 12. RHS Problem Behaviors Definitions and T-Chart......................................... 316
Appendix 13. RHS Discipline Flowchart ................................................................................ 323
Appendix 14. Timeline for Orienting Faculty and Staff to SWPBIS ................................... 324
Appendix 15. RHS SWPBIS School-Wide Acknowledgement Plan .................................... 325
xi

Appendix 16. SWPBIS Meeting Schedule .............................................................................. 329
Appendix 17. PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – September 23, 2020 ..................................... 331
Appendix 18. Tiered Fidelity Inventory – Initial vs. Second ............................................... 333
Appendix 19. SWPBIS Intervention 2 Action Plan ............................................................... 338
Appendix 20. PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – January 31, 2021 ......................................... 340
Appendix 21. PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – May 11, 2021 ................................................ 342
Appendix 22. Tiered Fidelity Inventory: June 2020 – December 2020 – May 2021 ........... 344
Appendix 23. 2020-2021 PBIS Recognition of Fidelity Standards ....................................... 350

xii

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1. Root Cause Survey Categories and Corresponding Causes of Discipline
Disproportionality ......................................................................................................31
Table 2. School Level Influence Survey Questions ...............................................................39
Table 3. Teacher Level Influence Survey Questions .............................................................41
Table 4. Parent Level Influence Survey Questions ................................................................46
Table 5. Qualitative Portion of Survey and Interview Components ......................................49
Table 6. Open-Ended Survey Question Response Findings ..................................................50
Table 7. Root Cause Mini Study Key Findings .....................................................................58
Table 8. Discipline Referral Comparison Between December 2019 and
December 2020 ..........................................................................................................64
Table 9. SWPBIS Support Structures ....................................................................................80
Table 10. Comparing Historical Theories of Transformational Leadership to Bass’ Four Key
Components ...............................................................................................................83
Table 11. Improvement Science Principles and How I Used Them to Guide This
Dissertation ................................................................................................................95
Table 12. Bass’ Model of Transformational Leadership and How It Served to Guide SWPIS
Implementation ..........................................................................................................97
Table 13. PBIS Self-Assessment Survey Questions with a Mean Above of 1.60 .................134
Table 14. Practices Aligned to Transformational Leadership Principles ..............................143
Table 15. SWPBIS Evaluation Schedule ...............................................................................161
Table 16. PBIS Self-Assessment Features Above a 1.60 Average on Both Surveys ............168
Table 17. PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – Current Status ....................................................172

xiii

Table 18. PBIS Self-Assessment School-wide Features That Increased Above a Mean of
1.60.............................................................................................................................173
Table 19. PBIS Self-Assessment Non-Classroom Setting Features That Decreased Below a Mean
of 1.60 ........................................................................................................................174
Table 20. PBIS Self-Assessment Individual Student System Features That Increased Above a
Mean of 1.60 ..............................................................................................................175
Table 21. PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – Priority for Improvement...................................176
Table 22. Improvement Science Principles and How They Were Used to Guide This
Dissertation ................................................................................................................184
Table 23. Measures Used Throughout Dissertation ...............................................................192
Table 24. Bass’ Model of Transformational Leadership and How It Served to Guide SWPBIS
Implementation ..........................................................................................................199
Table 25. Theory of Improvement Intervention 2 Hypotheses ..............................................204
Table 26. PBIS Self-Assessment Behavior Support Systems ................................................211
Table 27. TFI Score Comparisons .........................................................................................215
Table 28. District PBIS Walkthrough Summary Table .........................................................219

xiv

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1. Survey Respondents’ Race .................................................................................37
Figure 2. Fishbone Diagram – Commonalities Between Root Cause Literature Review and
Survey Results .......................................................................................................61
Figure 3. High School Implementation of PBIS ................................................................77
Figure 4. Positive Impacts of PBIS on Student Outcomes ................................................82
Figure 5. SWPBIS Intervention Plan – RHS 2020-2021 ...................................................99
Figure 6. Systems Improvement Map ..............................................................................100
Figure 7. Driver Diagram .................................................................................................102
Figure 8. Theory of Improvements for Intervention 1 .....................................................103
Figure 9. PDSA Cycle for Intervention 1 ........................................................................105
Figure 10. Roll-out of SWPBIS Components ..................................................................107
Figure 11. RHS’s Behavioral Expectations .....................................................................118
Figure 12. Timeline for Orienting Faculty and Staff to SWPBIS....................................117
Figure 13. SWAG Tag .....................................................................................................120
Figure 14. SWPBIS District Walkthrough – October 11, 2020 .......................................136
Figure 15. Theory of Improvement for Intervention 2 ....................................................150
Figure 16. PDSA Cycle for Intervention 2 ......................................................................152
Figure 17. PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – Status of Implementation
Improvements ..................................................................................................................166
Figure 18. PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – Priority for Improvement
Accomplishments.............................................................................................................167
Figure 19. SWPBIS District Walkthrough – April 4, 2021 .............................................169

xv

Figure 20. Fishbone Diagram From Chapter 2 ................................................................184
Figure 21. Systems Improvement Map ............................................................................185
Figure 22. Driver Diagram ...............................................................................................203
Figure 23. Theory of Improvement ..................................................................................187
Figure 24. PDSA Cycle – Intervention 1 .........................................................................188
Figure 25. PDSA Cycle – Intervention 2 .........................................................................190
Figure 26. Prioritizing the Most Important Issues ...........................................................196
Figure 27. Difference Between Intervention 1 and 2 Theory of Improvements ..............202

xvi

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
This study sought to decrease the racial gap in discipline between Black male students
and their classmates at Ridgewood High School (RHS) by (a) examining the sources of
disproportionate discipline practices and how they affect Black male students, (b) determining an
intervention to implement based on a review of the literature and root cause analysis in an
attempt to decrease discipline disproportionality between Black male students and their White
classmates, and (c) implementing said intervention via improvement cycles, measuring their
impact on racial disparities in discipline, and reimplementing the intervention with modifications
based on data collected during previous cycles. Initially, I examined the literature to determine
the most pertinent causes of the discipline gap between Black male students and their classmates.
Once I identified the root causes of disparities in discipline, I then investigated the issue in my
context at RHS, identifying specific school practices that contributed to the discipline gap. Using
the literature and root cause investigation, I identified and implemented a research-based
intervention to decrease racial disparities in school discipline. Throughout this process, I made
necessary changes to the intervention, using the data collected through iterative cycles of
improvement, and then drew conclusions based on the collected results.
Problem of Practice
Discipline disparities involve one or more groups of students who belong to a specific
demographic and experience more disproportionate or unequal disciplinary actions than students
of other demographic groups (School Discipline Support Initiative, 2020). For example, the Civil
Rights Project at UCLA (2015) found that schools suspended nearly 3.5 million students of all
races at least once in the 2011–2012 school year. Moreover, one in three students experience
suspension from school between kindergarten and the twelfth grade (Losen et al., 2015). Over
1

the last 40 years, school administration has consistently increased the overall suspensions of
Black students compared to White students. In particular, from 1972–1973, schools suspended
6% of the Black students, compared to 3% of White students; however, by 2011–2012, 16% of
Black students experienced an out-of-school-suspension, which was more than three times their
White classmates (5%) (Losen et al., 2015).
Negative consequences exist related to disproportionate discipline. In particular, time
spent out of class due to in-school suspension, out-of-school suspension, or expulsion mitigates a
student’s chances at success in school and later in life (Eitle & Eitle, 2004; Losen et al., 2015).
Multiple suspensions in schools have proved to be indicators of student incarceration later in life
and are associated with decreased enrollment in a four-year college (Bacher-Hicks et al., 2019).
The American Psychological Association’s (2009) Zero Tolerance Task Force reviewed ten
years of data regarding school discipline policies. They discovered schools with higher rates of
suspension and expulsion report “less satisfactory ratings of school climate, less satisfactory
school governance structures, and spent a disproportionate amount of time on disciplinary
matters” (Skiba et al., 2006). Suspensions and expulsions result in the removal of students from
class, which directly correlates with the loss of pivotal instructional time and social interactions.
Overtime, multiple studies have shown extended time out of class due to disciplinary
consequences leads to disengagement and alienation from school; adverse school climate;
academic failure; subsequent school dropout; and potentially increased incarceration rates (Bryan
et al., 2012; Eitle & Eitle, 2004; Mendez & Knoff, 2003; Reyes, 2006).
I work for a high school in a larger urban Kentucky school district. For the sake of
privacy, I will refer to the high school in which I work as RHS and the district as District A.
District A consists of four feeder systems, all with one high school and one middle school, and
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multiple elementary schools. RHS’s feeder system consists of one middle school, Mason F.
Middle School, which contains Grades 7 and 8.
Black students at RHS are at a much higher risk of receiving a discipline referral based on
the risk ratio. PBISApps (2022) defines risk ratio as “the likelihood for each group to receive a
referral compared to another group.” The risk index for Black students at RHS is 0.52, 0.34 for
White students, and 0.30 for Latino students. SWIS assigns Black students a risk ratio of 1.91,
meaning teachers at RHS are nearly twice as likely to refer Black students for punishment than
any other demographic. The next-highest risk ratio White students at 1.02. Black students
account for 20% of the total student population but constitute 29% of referrals. When looking at
out-of-school suspension data, RHS suspended Black students for 56 days which made up 49%
of all out-of-school suspensions. Because Black students make up only 20% of the total student
enrollment, the percentage of out-of-school suspensions assigned to Black students is an
alarming issue.
Significance of the Study
Racial disparities in discipline exist in schools across our nation. Black male students
experience different disciplinary actions causing this gap in discipline between them and their
classmates (Losen & Skiba, 2016; Raush & Skiba, 2004; The Civil Rights Data Collection, 2014;
Skiba et al., 2014; Gregory et al., 2010; Arcia, 2006; Boneshefski & Runge, 2014; Skiba et al.,
2011). More specifically, schools are more likely to suspend or expel Black male students than
their classmates (Losen & Skiba, 2016; Raush & Skiba, 2004; The Civil Rights Data Collection,
2014; Skiba et al., 2014). Rausch and Skiba (2004) found schools are four times more likely to
suspend Black students than White students and two and a half times more likely to expel them.
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Though Black students make up only 16% of the student enrollment nationally, they account for
32%–42% of student suspensions and expulsions (The Civil Rights Data Collection, 2014).
The most unfortunate reality may be the gap in suspensions and expulsions between
Black and White students continues to widen. A national research study conducted by Losen and
his colleagues (2015) found that from 1972–1973 to 2011–2012, out-of-school suspension rates
for Black students increased from 12% to 23%. However, suspension rates for White students
during the same period only rose 1%. Suspension becomes an issue when looking at the positive
correlation between time engaged in academic learning and student achievement (Gregory et al.,
2010). Research indicates frequent suspensions significantly increase the risk of academic failure
(Gregory et al., 2010). Arcia (2006) found in one year, students who had received at least one
suspension were three grade levels behind their non-suspended peers in their reading skills;
however, after two years, suspended students were nearly five years behind. The impacts of
racial disparities in discipline are not singular; instead, they significantly impact students’
futures.
National data also show consistent patterns of Black disproportionality in office discipline
referrals. For example, teachers are two to four times more likely to complete office discipline
referrals on Black students than White students (Boneshefski & Runge, 2014; Skiba et al., 2011).
In addition, research has shown punishment for Black students is more subjective than their
White classmates, leading to disproportionate discipline (Anderson & Ritter, 2017; SimmonsReed & Cartledge, 2014; Skiba et al., 2011; Skiba et al., 2002). Subjective offenses result from a
teacher’s interpretation of a student’s behavior. Examples of subjective offenses that may lead to
office discipline referrals are defiance, disrespect, and aggression. Another reason Black students
receive more significant numbers of discipline referrals than White students is they receive
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disproportionate punishments for the same offenses (Kewelramani et al., 2007); Okonofua et al.,
2016). Research suggests racial bias, implicit bias, and lack of cultural awareness may be to
blame for the disproportionate punishment of Black students (Blake et al., 2010; Butler et al.,
2009; Gregory, 2010; Skiba et al., 2002; Staats, 2014).
Previous research identified discipline disproportionality within sizeable urban school
districts. For example, Sartain et al. (2015) scanned discipline data from nearly 85,000 high
school students in Chicago school districts from 2013 to 2014. This data dive found
administration within schools suspended Black students nearly three times more than Hispanic
students and four times more than White and Asian students. In a similar report in 2007-2008,
the Discipline Incident Reporting System of Minnesota 61,936 out-of-school suspensions. Again,
findings suggested Black students had the highest suspension rate in the Minnesota Public
School System. The report also discovered Black students in Minnesota were 5.6 times more
likely to be involved in a discipline incident, 5.9 times more likely to be suspended, and 3.8
times more likely to be expelled than White students.
Statewide studies also showed discipline disproportionality. For example, in
Massachusetts, 9.1% of students in Grades 9 to 12 reported getting into physical altercations on
school property. Of the students caught fighting in school, schools punished Black students
24.7% of the time, compared to 14.6% White students (Gastic, 2016). Gastic (2016) also
concluded schools were 1.69 times more likely to discipline Black students than White students
for fighting. Likewise, in Baltimore, Maryland, Petras et al. (2011) conducted a longitudinal
study of 1,169 students from grades one to seven. This study found schools were more likely to
suspend or expel Black students after controlling for teacher-perceived disruptive behavior
(subjective offense).
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Losen and colleagues (2015) discovered Wisconsin schools suspend Black students at
the highest rate of any state in the nation. A staggering 34% of Black students experienced at
least one suspension in grade school during the 2011-12 school year. In Kentucky (location of
RHS), 18% of Black male students experienced out-of-school suspensions, compared to only 7%
of White students (Civil Rights Data Collection, 2015). Though Kentucky does not rank among
the top 20 nationally in Black student suspensions or disproportionality, it still shows a
concerning discipline gap between Black and White students.
Methodology
This dissertation is an improvement science study using mixed methods to determine the
root causes of racial disparities in the discipline at RHS. Specifically, a concurrent nested mixedmethod design helped determine the root causes of discipline disproportionality at RHS.
Additionally, my research into the root causes of disproportionality is sequential explanatory
mixed methods design. This methodology collects and analyses quantitative and qualitative data
in two consecutive phases within one study. First, teachers and staff members took a survey that
included 17 Likert items with a nested comments section. After teachers completed the survey
(nested mixed methods design), I interviewed department heads to clarify survey responses
(sequential explanatory mixed methods design).
After determining possible root causes of racial disparities in the discipline at RHS, I
began investigating potential interventions that would decrease racial discipline disparities at
RHS by mitigating the effects of the identified root causes. We relied solely on quantitative data
throughout the improvement science process to determine progress and help facilitate necessary
changes from the first and second improvement science intervention cycles. For example, I used
data from the survey to create the first PDSA cycle (Figure 9) and implement our first
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intervention. Likewise, I used data collected from Intervention 1 to create the second PDSA
cycle (Figure 16) and to inform changes made to Intervention 2.
Delimitations
Delimitations are characteristics that limit the scope of research and define boundaries
within a study. Such things include my choice of objectives, research questions, variables of
interest, theoretical perspectives I chose to adopt, and the population I chose to investigate. The
objectives, research questions, and the variables of interest within this study all limited the scope
of my research. I investigated only the effects of SWPBIS on racial disparities in discipline
between Black male students and their White classmates. Although there are undoubtedly other
variables I could have manipulated and investigated, the scope of my research did not warrant
these actions. The population I chose to investigate also limited the scope of my research. My
research only investigated students from Ridgewood High School (Title 1 eligible school) and
the effects SWPBIS played on mitigating racial disparities in discipline within this population.
Therefore, I can only view any findings from my research through the scope in which I
investigated them.
Limitations
Limitations are potential weaknesses within a study that are out of the researchers’ control.
For example, I chose to use the sample as a sample of convenience, not a random sample.
Therefore, one limitation of my research is readers cannot generally apply it to a larger
population because I used a convenience sample instead of a random sample. Additionally,
because I am measuring the effect of SWPBIS on racial disparities in discipline, any finding
from the research is only as good as the implementation of SWPBIS. Time was another
limitation of my research. I conducted this research over one school year and broken down into
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two separate interventions. Therefore, any findings resulting from this research are merely
snapshots and are not sustainable over time. Though I cannot directly address these limitations in
my research design, by pointing them out, I am making readers aware of the scope of my
research and its application to other settings.
The research cycles within this improvement science dissertation had several other
limitations. Most limitations on my research design and methodology were associated with the
COVID-19 pandemic. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the sample size (student enrollment)
fluctuated tremendously throughout the research period. Not only was the size of our student
population impacted by the inconsistency of schools opened or closed, but quarantines caused a
more significant number of teachers and staff members to miss extended periods. This change in
the context created a time constraint in which I tried to determine how to best measure the
implementation fidelity of my intervention, but the inconsistent attendance of teachers based on
quarantines made it more challenging to implement new practices aligned with my intervention.
To address these limitations, I modified the scope of my research and compared the findings
from my research to other peer-reviewed journal articles showing positive correlations between
SWPBIS and decreases in the disproportionate discipline. I focused the improvement science
research on implementing SWPBIS with fidelity. Based on previous research, I concluded that if
I could implement SWPBIS with fidelity at RHS, discipline disproportionality between Black
male students and their White classmates would decrease. The change in scope of my research
rendered student and staff attendance less problematic, though staff attendance was still crucial
for SWPBIS implementation.
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Research Question
This improvement science dissertation in practice relied on one overarching research
question that guided my work and decision-making throughout the initial phases of this
dissertation. Notably, this research question facilitated the root cause analysis portion of this
dissertation conducted throughout Chapter 2. After conducting my root cause analysis and
deciding on an intervention to decrease racial disparities in discipline, I identified additional
research questions that helped guide the implementation of the interventions.


Research Question 1: How can a Title 1 high school improve school-wide behavior
systems?
Definitions
Acknowledgment system: A system that provides immediate, intermittent, or long-term

rewards to any student in the building who displays desired school-wide expectations for
behavior (Flannery et al., 2020).
Adaptive challenge: Situation with no known solution; the situation is fluid and changes
with circumstances. Adaptive challenges require leaders and stakeholders to collaboratively
experiment with new procedures, norms, or beliefs to address problems of practice with
unknown solutions (Pak et a., 2020, p. 2). The adaptive challenge at RHS was disproportionate
discipline between Black male students and their White classmates.
Culturally competent pedagogy: Characterized by the awareness of one’s own
ethnocentrism, knowledge of students’ cultural backgrounds and communities, understanding of
social, economic, and political factors that diminish or create opportunities, and access for
students, and demonstrated commitment to building classrooms characterized by mutual respect
and caring relationships (Weinstein et al., 2004)
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Discipline disproportionality: When a school disciplines one group of students at a
greater rate than students from other demographic groups. In the case of this study, discipline
disproportionality existed between Black male students and their White classmates.
Discipline matrix: RHS’s discipline matrix depicts a continuum of consequences for
minor and major behaviors. The school identifies minor behaviors (tardiness to class, cell phone
violations, skipping class, etc.); these behaviors do not result in removing students from a class.
The district defines major referrals (leaving school, weapon or drug possession, derogatory
comments towards a teacher, etc.); these behaviors result in the removal of students from class.
Exclusionary discipline: Any school disciplinary action that removes or excludes a
student from their usual educational setting (American Psychological Association, n.d.).
Improvement science: A type of disciplined inquiry that disciplines inquiries to improve
practice. Improvement science an epistemology of what we need to know to improve practice
and how we may come to know it (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, n.d.).
Measurement for improvement: A measure that directly links to specific drivers and work
processes that are the object of change. It provides evidence for testing changes and examining
hypothesized causal connections in the working theory of improvement (Bryk et al., 2017). I
used measurement for improvement throughout this dissertation in practice, which allowed us to
make appropriate changes to specific areas of our intervention plan then re-implement these
changes accordingly.
PDSA cycle: A practical scientific method for iterative testing of changes in complex
systems. Each cycle is essentially the scientific method process in which observed outcomes are
compared to predictions and discrepancies become a source of learning (Bryk et al., 2017).
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Risk index: The percentage of students within each student group with at least one referral
(Educational & Community Supports, PBISApps, 2021).
Risk ratio: The likelihood for a specific group to receive at least one referral when
compared to a different group of students (Educational & Community Supports, PBISApps,
2021).
Summary
This dissertation aimed to improve racial disparities in discipline between Black male
students and their White classmates at RHS. I began the journey to attain this goal by conducting
a root cause analysis in Chapter 2. This root cause analysis sought to identify sources of
disproportionate discipline at RHS by gathering teacher and staff member input through the root
cause survey I created. Using the data collected from this survey, I identified the root causes of
discipline disparities at RHS, which led to the identification of an intervention. Over the course
of a year, I implemented this intervention in two cycles, using the principles of improvement
science to improve discipline disproportionality at RHS as evidenced by the proportion of ODRs
received by Black male students compared to their White classmates.
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CHAPTER 2. PROBLEM ROOTS AND MINI STUDY
This mini study into the root causes of discipline disproportionality at RHS (RHS) began
in the fall semester of the 2019-2020 school year. I began this mini study by first conducting a
root cause analysis (RCA) to identify the root causes of racial disparities in discipline at a Title I
high school. By conducting a root cause analysis, I hoped to discover what occurred, how it
occurred, and why it occurred (Cohen-Vogel et al., 2014). Specifically, a root cause analysis is a
systematic and logical exploration of causes underpinning a current problem (Crow et al., 2019,
p. 27).
To initiate this root cause analysis, I sent every member of the faculty and staff the root
cause survey on December 4, 2019. I gave this survey to help me better understand teacher
perceptions of school-specific root causes regarding racial disparities in discipline between Black
male students and their White classmates. This root causes analysis aimed to identify the
context-specific root causes and implement a research-based intervention to mitigate discipline
disproportionality at RHS. In addition, I planned to measure the effect of the intervention I
identified through the root cause analysis on office discipline referrals (ODRs) that Black male
students received compared to their White male classmates. My overall goal for this dissertation
was to reduce the gap in discipline at RHS between Black male students and their White
classmates.
Literature Review
Historically, discipline disproportionality is one of the pressing issues plaguing public
education (Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 2010). Historically, the overrepresentation of Black male
students in out-of-school and in-school suspension has placed these students at a greater risk for
several adverse outcomes (Brophy, 1988; Greenwood, Horton, & Utley, 2002). In 2014, the U.S.
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Department of Education Office for Civil Rights released their nationwide findings that schools
suspended and expelled Black students at a rate three times greater than white students (Civil
Rights Data Collection, 2014). Additionally, Balfanz and colleagues (2015) found longer periods
of suspension for Black students compared to their White classmates while Anyon and associates
(2014) showed Black students received more extreme punishments for the same offenses when
compared to their White classmates.
The following sections summarize previous research findings regarding the root causes of
racial disparities in discipline. I used WKU Libraries search engine to find the research studies
and guide my literature review below. EBSCOHost was the primary search engine that I used
throughout this dissertation. Terms and phrases I searched to find literature included:
disproportionate discipline in high schools, root causes of racial disparities in discipline,
disproportionate discipline practices, and effects of disproportionate discipline on high school
students. In addition, I used peer-reviewed journal article abstracts to select specific studies and
searched for information and findings that suggested causes to disproportionate discipline.
Organized into school, teacher, student, parent, and leader-level factors, this literature
review investigates how each contributed to discipline disproportionality in public schools
around the United States. This literature review informed my survey. I then analyzed the survey
results to determine the context-specific root causes of racial disparities in discipline at RHS.
Understanding the root problems of disproportionate discipline at RHS then helped facilitate the
creation and implementation of an intervention to improve this problem of practice.
School-Level Influences
School-level influences of racial disparities in discipline include things implemented at
the school level and practiced school-wide. Not all school-level practices leading to discipline
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disproportionality are policy. Below I will discuss the literature base for school-level
characteristics leading to racial disparities in discipline.
A zero-tolerance policy is "a school or district policy that mandates predetermined
consequences or punishments for specific offenses" (U.S. Department of Education, 1998, p. 18).
Zero tolerance policies seek to remove students from school for behavior violations deemed too
extreme to justify keeping the student in the classroom setting (Losen & Skiba, 2010; Skiba,
2014). However, student removal from the traditional educational setting based on misbehavior
varies between districts and is often inconsistent. In addition, researchers reported adverse
outcomes such as low achievement, lack of motivation, and an increased risk of dropout,
substance abuse, physical aggression, and social issues that accompany student removal from
school and the classroom (Arcia, 2006; Hemphill et al., 2012).
Zero-tolerance policies leading to the suspension or expulsion of students predicted
higher rates of misbehavior and suspensions in the future (Raffaele-Mendez, 2003). For example,
in an analysis of school disciplinary practices, Skiba and Knesting (2001) argued for the
suspension of students from schools who violated school rules regarding the safety of other
individuals. However, expanding the original intent of zero tolerance discipline created a
scenario where schools suspended or expelled students for non-threatening behavior, such as
smoking, swearing, dress code violations, and truancy.
Zero tolerance policies originated in 1994 when President Bill Clinton signed the GunFree Schools Act, which mandated the expulsion of students who brought weapons to school
(Harvard Civil Rights Project, 2000). As zero-tolerance policies swept the nation, Black male
students became subject to unintended consequences. Schools suspended and expelled Black
students for far less punitive discipline offenses (Advanced Project/Civil Rights Project, 2000;
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Fenning & Rose, 2007). The Zero Tolerance Task Force, a branch of the American
Psychological Association, concluded the expansion of these policies had exacerbated the
discipline gap between White and Black students and negatively affected school climate and
safety (2008).
Zero-tolerance policies include aggressive responses to minor offenses to prevent more
severe disciplinary offenses (MacDonald, 2012). The attempt to prevent serious misbehavior in
schools has led to strict discipline policies seeking to suspend or expel students for breaking
school policy instead of using a more restorative approach to remain in school. Policies such as
these supported the misconception that punitive and exclusionary zero-tolerance discipline
practices are necessary to maintain school safety and order (Wright et al., 2014).
Another misconception used to justify exclusionary discipline in schools is the belief that
poverty is the primary source for racial discipline disparities (Skiba et al., 2016). Carmen
DeNavas-Walt and collaborators (2012) found Black Americans were more likely to live in
poverty than White Americans. In 2011, the poverty rate for non-Hispanic Whites was 9.8%,
whereas 27.4% of Black individuals lived in poverty. Noltemeyer and Mcloughlin (2010)
conducted a study of 326 Ohio school districts to investigate two critical variables related to
exclusionary discipline: School typology (urban, rural, suburban) and student ethnicity. They
found Black students disproportionately represented recipients of exclusionary discipline within
high-poverty schools and high poverty schools in urban areas utilize these practices most
frequently.
Teacher-Level Influences
In this section, I will discuss the literature base and past research on teacher-level
influences contributing to racial disparities in discipline. Based on beliefs, thoughts, and actions
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performed by the teachers in the classroom, these influences contributed to racial disparities in
discipline. Teacher-level influences include implicit bias and stereotyping, teacher perception,
the role of teacher subjectivity in discipline, and cultural proficiency.
Implicit Bias and Stereotyping
Staats (2014), a senior researcher at the Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race and
Ethnicity, housed at the Ohio State University, defines implicit bias as "the attitudes or
stereotypes that affect our understanding, actions, and decisions in an unconscious manner" (p.
29). Historically, schools have disproportionately disciplined Black students because teachers
subconsciously embraced negative images of Black males as violent and hostile. In a study
examining predictors of teacher referrals to school counselors for disruptive behavior, Bryan and
colleagues (2012) discovered teacher stereotypes resulted in low expectations for Black children.
Townsend (2000) also found teacher stereotypes developed because of cultural mismatch.
The American Psychological Association (2008) found decreasing subjectivity of
decision-making reduced bias toward Black students. McIntosh and colleagues (2014) proposed
the vulnerable decision points (VDPs) model to describe conditions under which racial bias is
most likely to influence decisions in school, leading to ODRs. Vulnerable decision points
(VDPs) are critical points in which increased discipline disproportionality occurs. Girvan and
colleagues (2016) conducted a study of 1,666 elementary schools and 483,686 office discipline
referrals. They used these referrals to identify specific situations where disproportionality was
more likely to occur. They referred to (VDPs) as "contextual events or elements, such as those
that increase the likelihood of implicit bias affecting discipline decision making, including a
teacher's decision to issue an ODR or an administrator's decision to suspend the student" (p.
180). Their study revealed that schools were 1.34 times more likely to assign Black students a
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major subjective ODR, while schools also gave Black males major ODRs at a rate of 1.25 times
as often as their White counterparts (Girvan et al., 2016, p. 190). Therefore, one might conclude
that reducing VDPs may decrease discipline disproportionality between Black male students and
their classmates.
Teacher Preparation
Few studies have investigated the effects of teacher professional development on
reducing racial disparities in discipline referrals. One such study conducted by Gregory and
colleagues (2016) investigated the effects of professional development on behavior/classroom
management. They deployed a 2-year teaching-coaching program in 86 secondary school
classrooms and conducted a randomized controlled trial. Teachers randomly selected as
"intervention teachers" had no significant disparities in discipline referrals between Black
students and their classmates after the trial ceased compared with teachers in the control
condition, for whom racial discipline gaps remained. These findings suggest teachers' lack of
classroom management and professional learning to improve in this area may contribute to
disproportionate discipline in schools.
Teacher Subjectivity
Historically, research has shown schools are more likely to punish Black students for
subjective offenses than their White classmates (Gregory & Weinstein, 2008; Skiba et al., 2002).
For example, drawing upon one year of middle-school disciplinary data for an urban school
district, Skiba and colleagues (2002) found teachers were more likely to refer Black students to
the principal for infractions such as disrespect and disruption, while teachers referred White
students to the principal more often for objective offenses such as vandalism and drug use.

17

Additionally, Kewel Ramani and colleagues (2007) concluded schools punished Black students
more severely than their White classmates when they committed the same behavior offense.
Cultural Proficiency
The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) reported 47% of public-school
students in the U.S. were White, 15% Black, and 27% Hispanic (2019). Referred to as the
"diversity gap," recent reports showed nearly half of the students attending public schools are
from racially/ethnically diverse backgrounds (Simmons-Reed and Cartledge, 2014, p. 101),
while more than 80% of teachers in public schools were White (Holland, 2014). Since 2009, only
the percentage of Hispanic students has increased while the ratio of White and Black student
enrollment has continued to decrease (McFarland et al., 2018). The diversity gap will continue to
widen unless we are able to diversity our teaching staff.
White teachers often misread social cues from Black students, which leads to unfair
punishment of these students because of differing cultural norms (Hudley, 2008). Specifically,
teachers from different cultural backgrounds may interpret cultural norms from other ethnic
groups as threatening, combative, or argumentative (Skiba et al., 2002; Townsend, 2000). In a
study conducted by Bradshaw and colleagues (2010) with 6,988 children in 381 classrooms at 21
elementary schools, they found racial and ethnic matches between teachers and students did not
eliminate disproportionate discipline referrals for Black students based on classroom behavior. In
another study conducted by Shirley and Cornell (2011) of 400 middle school students who
completed a school climate survey, Black students reported more significant conflict in teacher
relationships than their White classmates. These findings suggested cultural mismatch may
contribute to the discipline gap between Black students and their White classmates.
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Student-Level Influences
Student-level influences leading to racial disciplinary gaps include physical aggression,
students' perceptions of less equity, delinquency measures, prior academic achievement,
socioeconomic status, and family structure. These influences may contribute to racial disparities
in discipline based on individuality. Other circumstances can cause each influence; however,
individuals describe student-level influences best.
Physical Aggression
In a nationally representative study of youth in the United States ages 12 to 17 who lived
with a parent or guardian and could speak English or Spanish, Ganao and colleagues (2013)
found referrals to the office for physical conflicts are greater for Black students than White
students. Past research from Skiba and Peterson (2000) also found that though fighting among
students was the single most frequent reason for suspension, most of these fights were relatively
minor incidents and did not threaten school safety. Skiba and Peterson (2000) defined "minor
incidents" as less serious disruption not including drugs, gang involvement, or carrying weapons.
Thus, schools were more likely to suspend or expel Black male students for minor altercations
such as those mentioned above. While research suggests Black male students engaged in more
physical altercations than their classmates, they experienced greater suspension rates for minor
incidents.
Black Student Perceptions
Students' perceptions of school equity contribute to disparities in discipline in high
schools. For example, Bottiani and colleagues (2017) conducted a research study in Maryland
examining the Black-White discipline gap in 58 high schools with a sample of 19,736
adolescents (Black n = 7,064; White n = 12,622). They found school-level discipline gaps were
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associated with Black students' perceptions of less school equity, less school belonging, and
increased adjustment problems. In the same study, Black students reported less school belonging
and equitable treatment and more adjustment problems in schools identified with
disproportionate discipline. In addition, Black students' perception of less school equity equated
to an increased suspension gap between Black and White students.
Trust between Black students and their teachers is another factor that creates a disconnect
and widens the discipline gap between Black students and their classmates. Shirley and Cornell
(2011) conducted a study in a suburban middle school in Virginia, where 400 students completed
the School Climate Bullying Survey. They found Black students were more likely to be defiant
and less cooperative with teachers they perceived as unfair and untrustworthy. Additionally, they
concluded the lack of adult and peer support at school also correlated with a higher incidence of
high-risk behavior among Black males, which resulted in more ODRs. Conversely, Black
students were more obedient and accepting teacher authority when they indicated respect for the
teacher.
Delinquency Measures
Gastic (2016) found delinquency was one significant predictor of school suspension for
Black students. Her research showed schools were more likely to suspend students who had
reported committing delinquent acts. Furthermore, she discovered that delinquency, family
disruption, neighborhood safety, and exposure to crime were all significant predictors of school
suspension. For Black students, delinquency followed by family disruption and exposure to
crime had the most significant effect on school suspension (Gastic, 2016). In other words,
students who committed crimes outside of school were more likely to commit offenses in school,
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resulting in suspension. This finding signifies the discipline gap is a school-level factor and a
community and neighborhood factor.
Prior Achievement
In a study investigating associations between social skills and literacy achievement in a
sample of low-income children during elementary school, Miles and Stipek (2006) found lowerachieving students experienced frustration and low self-confidence compounding their actions
and contributing to higher rates of school disruption. In the same study, researchers linked
elementary school students who read on a lower grade level to aggression later in school.
Researchers identified these patterns in elementary school, but they have also discovered a
correlation between literacy and aggression in later grades. In a study using data from the
National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health, Choi (2006) determined academic
performance was a significant predictor of aggressive and nonaggressive delinquent offenses,
gang initiation, sexual behaviors, and substance abuse.
Gregory and colleagues (2010) synthesized research on racial and ethnic patterns in
school sanctions and how disproportionate discipline might contribute to lagging achievement
among students of color. They found low-income students who resided in high-crime
neighborhoods and had a history of low achievement were at a greater risk of engaging in
behaviors resulting in ODRs and subsequent school suspension.
Socioeconomic Status and Family Structure
Skiba and associates (2011) found Black students living in poverty may be undersocialized concerning school norms and rules, which may lead to greater occurrences of
misbehavior due to overexposure to the stressors of poverty. Regardless of the students' race,
however, Petras and colleagues (2011) found in a longitudinal study of 1,169 students from
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Grades 1 to 7 in Baltimore that schools subjected students living in low socioeconomic
households to more frequent disproportionate discipline practices and ODRs, because Black
students are more likely to live in poverty than their White classmates leading to more ODRs for
Black students.
Though Black and Hispanic family poverty rates are at the lowest rate observed since
1959, they are still more than two times as likely to live in poverty than White families (The
United States Census Bureau, 2019). For example, the poverty rate for Black families was 18.8%
in 2019 compared to 7.3% of White families living in poverty the same year. Gastic (2016)
synthesized data from the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education,
the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System of Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
and the Common Core of Data of the National Center for Education Statistics. He found schools
were more likely to suspend Black students from school when they perceived safety in their
neighborhood as low, which correlated with high poverty areas.
In a study using data from the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescents to Adult
Health, Lundberg (2017) found that when their fathers were absent, boys experienced more
problems in school, including increased school suspensions. In addition, Black mothers make up
30% of single mother households, 12% of cohabiting households, and just 7% married of
households. In comparison, White mothers make up 58% of cohabiting households and 61% of
married households (Livingston, 2018).
Parent-Level Influences
Below, I examined the literature base for parent-level influences leading to racial
disparities in discipline. Previous research has exposed parent-level influences as potential root
causes of disproportionate discipline, including parenting styles and socioeconomic status. The
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issue with focusing on parent-level factors contributing to the discipline gap is they are the most
difficult to influence and change. School, teacher, and student-level influences leading to racial
disparities in discipline are more readily influenced than parent-level influences.
Parenting Styles
Historically, parenting expectations and involvement influenced student success in
school. Research has also shown that parental expectations play a significant role in academic
and behavioral success. Surprisingly, parents' high expectations did not account for higher
achievement in students; instead, children's perceptions of their parents' educational expectations
determined success (Demuth & Brown, 2004; Kierkus & Baer, 2002; Rebellón, 2002).
Using data from a national sample of 388 young Latino adolescents, Eamon (2005) attributed
parenting strategies with certain antisocial behaviors in adolescents. In a nationwide study of
eighth-grade students from the U.S. Department of Education's National Educational
Longitudinal Study of 1988 survey, Finn (1993) found one of the greatest influencers among
parenting styles on student outcomes was the parental concern and its impact on influencing
administrators' and teachers' decisions to suspend someone from school.
Leader-Level Influences
A leader's perceptions of his or her students have shown a profound effect on student
behavior outcomes. Below I will explain the previous research and literature pointing to a
leader’s perception of students and their perception by students and staff as vital to any school
seeking equity. The leader of a school makes decisions directly affecting the school, students,
and teachers. If the perceptions of the school leader vary based on anything other than merit, then
disparities will appear.
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Leader Perception
Research has shown the initiation of discipline referrals occurred at the classroom level;
however, the administrator had the discretion to determine the severity of the student's
punishment. School leaders' abilities to go unchecked in handing down discipline consequences
to their students have disproportionately adverse outcomes for racial and ethnic minorities
(Dunbar & Villarruel, 2002). In a study exploring the use of suspension, expulsion, and
alternatives at the school level, Skiba and colleagues (2003) found student behavior and
academic history, misunderstanding of the student's family, and the referral history of the
referring teacher all had profound effects on the administrator's attitude toward disciplinary
action.
Losen and Skiba (2010) analyzed school- and district-level suspension data from the U.S.
Department of Education Office for Civil Rights (OCR). They determined a school leader
directly influenced the number of suspensions attributed to their school. From the same report,
Losen and Skiba (2010) concluded that a principal’s attitude toward the use of harsh disciplinary
actions was the strongest predictor of suspension rate and disparities in suspension by race.
In a study of seventh-grade public school students in Texas in 2000, 2001, and 2002, Fabelo and
colleagues (2011) found minor offenses where the student's punishment depended on
administrator discretion displayed greater disproportionate outcomes for students. In a later study
of principals from 20 of the largest school districts in Texas, DeMatthews and colleagues (2017)
found that principals were the key disciplinary decision-makers, advocates, and intermediaries
between districts, teachers, students, and families. In addition, the principals often blamed Black
parents explicitly for student misconduct and used race-neutral language to explain how the
racial discipline gap was a side effect of fairly implementing codes of conduct (p. 12).
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Summary
The literature review above identified potential causes of racial disparities in discipline
between Black and White students in American schools and suggested that discipline
disproportionality is a complex and multifaceted problem often challenging to address. Research
attributed the gap in discipline to school, teacher, student, parent, and leader-level factors.
Though these influences potentially contributed to discipline disproportionality, real change to
some root causes within each group was difficult to obtain. For example, parent-level influences
such as parenting styles are difficult to change given the limited resources we have at our
disposal.
Methods
Applying improvement science to address the discipline gap between Black and White
students at RHS required understanding the root causes at the school level. The focus of this mini
study was to determine the attitudes and perceptions of teachers and staff members regarding the
cause of discipline disproportionality at our school. Teachers and staff members at RHS took a
brief survey and participated in a follow-up interview. In the follow-up interviews with
department heads, I sought to better understand the initial survey results. I developed the survey
using the potential causes of discipline disproportionality found from my original literature
review. This preliminary study aimed to identify the specific causes of the disparities in
discipline between Black male students and their classmates at RHS.
Setting and Context
The setting for the entirety of this improvement science dissertation was RHS. RHS is a
Title I eligible school with approximately 97% of the student population qualifying for federal
free/reduced lunch. RHS consists of about 1,050 students. RHS is a diverse school with the
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following races/ethnicities represented: White (450), Black (219), Latino (179), Asian (121), two
or more races (53), and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (18). The school’s large population
includes Bosnian students in the “White” race group in school discipline data. Nearly half of
White students were native Bosnian, with Bosnian listed as their home language.
Black students made up 19.64% of the total student population but constituted 32.76% of
referrals. This statistic illustrated an overrepresentation of Black students receiving discipline
referrals at RHS. School suspension data were similar as well. RHS suspended Black students
out of school for 56 days and made up 49.30% of all out-of-school suspensions. Given that Black
students accounted for 19.64% of the school’s student population, ODRs and out-of-school
suspensions represent disproportionality at RHS.
Our district uses what is known as the risk ratio to measure equitable discipline
practices. Risk ratios are an analytical tool indicating the likelihood that a specific group will
receive at least one referral compared to a different group of students. Our district uses Schoolwide Information Systems (SWIS) to analyze all behavior data. This software calculates the risk
ratio of individual races and ethnicities by dividing specific groups’ referral risk by the risk index
of a comparison group. A risk ratio greater than 1.0 indicated higher risk; a risk ratio lower than
1.0 indicated moderate risk, whereas a risk ratio equal to 1.0 indicated equal risk between
groups. For example, SWIS assigned Black students at RHS a risk ratio of 1.91, meaning this
demographic was 1.91 times more likely to receive a referral than any other demographic. The
next-highest risk ratio was for White students at 1.02.
The risk index is another metric to determine racial disparities in discipline at RHS and
throughout our district. The risk index indicates the percentage of students within each group
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with at least one referral. For example, the risk index for Black students at RHS was 0.42,
followed by 0.28 for White students and 0.26 for Latino students.
Participants
This study occurred during the fall 2019 semester at RHS in the southeastern United
States. Research participants for this mini study consisted of 103 certified and classified faculty
members. Certified faculty hold a Kentucky teaching certificate (teachers, guidance counselors,
and administrators). Eighty certified faculty members worked at RHS; five are Black, two are
Hispanic, and the remainder are White. Certified faculty members included 78 teachers, a lead
principal, two assistant principals, a dean of students, three counselors, a behavior
interventionist, an academic interventionist, and an ACT interventionist.
Additionally, RHS employed approximately 23 classified staff members. Classified staff
members do not hold a Kentucky teaching certificate (instructional assistants, office assistants,
and cooks). Classified staff at RHS also had the opportunity to participate in this min-study. I
chose to include both certified and classified staff members in this study, hoping to gather
opinions from diverse perspectives. Both certified and classified staff were equally vital to the
school’s success. Generally, classroom teachers submitted discipline referrals, and the four
administrators received them. However, classified staff members, counselors, and other school
personnel are frequently involved in discipline incidents.
Research Design
The researcher used a concurrent mixed methods research design to investigate the root
causes of discipline disproportionality at RHS. Schoonenbom and Johnson (2017) described
concurrent design as the combination of data collection and analysis. Specifically, concurrent
nested mixed methods design involved conducting quantitative research while simultaneously
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embedding, or “nesting,” qualitative research. For example, the survey instrument I used as the
primary data collection tool was a Likert scale survey (quantitative). Additionally, each Likert
scale item included a comment box (qualitative), allowing each respondent to expand on their
selection of each survey answer choice. The survey included five open-ended questions at the
end. The open-ended questions sought to gather the respondents’ thoughts and opinions on
solutions to the discipline gap, ODRs, effects of student culture on discipline, and potential ways
to improve RHS’s culture and climate.
A mixed methods research design was most beneficial given the nature of my dissertation
topic. Disproportionate discipline, specifically regarding race, can be a sensitive topic. I had to
gain consent from multiple individuals and organizations to administer the survey. I obtained
signed consent from the school principal and district superintendent then consulted with the
school district’s lawyer regarding steps to ensure the survey results remained confidential.
Lastly, the Office of Research Integrity’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Western Kentucky
University granted permission for administering the survey and interview.
As an assistant principal at the location where I administered the survey and interview, I
directly supervised potential participants. To avoid placing pressure on participants and any
potential conflicts of interest, I issued three assurances to research participants, which included:
1. Communication via email stated participants would not be subject to any differential
treatment based on participation in the study.
2. Assurance the survey and interview results would remain anonymous.
3. I would not seek to determine who did or did not respond to the survey.
In addition to the survey, I selected eight department heads to participate in a series of
interview questions regarding the root causes of discipline disproportionality. These interviews
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sought to clarify the survey results and refine which root causes of disproportionate discipline
identified by literature perpetuated the discipline gap between Black and White students at RHS.
This interview series followed a concurrent nested mixed methods design; therefore, one might
consider this mini study a sequential exploratory mixed methods research design with an
embedded concurrent nested portion.
Procedures
Ivankova and colleagues (2006) define sequential explanatory mixed methods design as
research that collects and analyzes quantitative and qualitative data in two consecutive phases
within one study. For example, I interviewed eight department heads to understand the survey
results after giving the survey. Representative of sequential explanatory mixed methods design,
interviews followed initial survey, this mini study, in totality, represents a sequential explanatory
mixed methods design.
Survey
All teachers and staff members received an email on Monday, November 4, 2019
(approximately 103 classified/certified faculty members had the opportunity to participate). The
email served to provide details regarding RHS and its feeder school’s disproportionate discipline
statistics, as well as a brief rationale for why the research was essential to improving our school’s
culture and climate. Additionally, the email explained the incentives accompanying participation
in the survey.
To initiate the research process, teachers and staff members received an email with a
hyperlink to the survey. The implied consent document preceded the survey, and if individuals
consented, they continued with the survey. I reminded the teachers and staff members of this
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survey opportunity twice, on Wednesday, November 6, and Friday, November 8. The survey
officially closed on Sunday, November 10.
The survey included 17 Likert scale items pertaining to the root problems identified in the
literature review portion of this chapter. In addition, each Likert scale item had a follow-up
comments section where participants could elaborate. Following the Likert scale items,
participants completed four demographic survey questions and one question concerning the
district in which they worked.
Each survey category corresponded with the root causes of discipline disproportionality
discovered in the literature review above. Multiple questions from each category sought to
understand teachers’ and staff members’ opinions on each subject. Questions within each
category were not sequential in order. I purposefully sorted the items and categories throughout
the survey to better represent respondents’ views on the root causes of disproportionate
discipline at RHS. By not grouping questions into categories, I hoped individuals would answer
each question independently and not predetermine their answers based on the category itself.
Table 1 displays the categories found within the Root Cause survey.
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Table 1
Root Cause Survey Categories and Corresponding Root Causes of Discipline Disproportionality
Category

Corresponding Factors

1.

School-Level Characteristics



Exclusionary Zero Tolerance Discipline Policies

2.

Teacher-Level Characteristics






Implicit Bias and Stereotyping
Teacher Preparation
The Role of Teacher Subjectivity in Discipline
Cultural Proficiency

3.

Student-Level Characteristics






Physical Aggression
Black Students’ Perceptions of Less School Equity and Trust
Delinquency Measures
Low Achievement

4.

Parent-Level Characteristics




Parenting Styles
Socioeconomic Status and Family Structure

5.

Leader-Level Characteristics



Leader Perception

Note: All 17 Likert item survey questions are found in Appendix 3 and D.

I offered participants incentives for completing the survey. I also chose five individuals to
receive one of five Visa gift cards by drawing names out of a hat. The five prizes included four
twenty-five-dollar Visa gift cards and one fifty-dollar Visa gift card.
Demographic questions sought to determine teachers and staff members’ race, gender,
the highest degree they had earned post-secondary, and years of teaching experience. The
remaining survey questions pertained to the problem roots identified in the literature review. My
dissertation committee reviewed the survey items multiple times. Given the generality of the
Likert scale survey questions, I added a comment box providing space for participants to expand
on each survey item should they choose to do so.
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Interviews
Eight department heads participated in the interview to inform and clarify the survey
results about the causes of disproportionate discipline at RHS. I asked department heads to
participate in the survey via email. If one or more of these individuals had chosen not to
participate, alternates would have taken their place; however, all individuals chose to participate
during the third week of November 2019 after school or during their planning periods. I recorded
and transcribed interviews using Rev, an online transcription service. Following online
transcription, I coded the interviews to identify common themes.
In conjunction with the initial survey, I gathered consent for interviews. The interview portion of
this study consisted of five general questions about discipline disproportionality and the
identified problem roots based on the initial survey results. The interview items are listed below:


What do you think are possible solutions to gaps in discipline across cultures and races in
this school?



Describe events leading you to make an office referral.



How does student culture impact your handling of student behavior?



How does student culture impact the school’s handling of student behavior?



Overall, how do you think we can improve the climate and culture of RHS?
I integrated the information gained from the survey and follow-up interviews to inform

my intervention plan for the fall of 2020. From the results of the mini study, I identified contextspecific causes of discipline disproportionality. From the identified potential causes of discipline
disproportionality, I created an extensive intervention plan to begin addressing discipline
disproportionality at RHS.
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Data Analysis
To analyze data gathered from the initial teacher and staff surveys, I used the mean to
describe the central tendency and standard deviation to describe dispersion of the data.
Additionally, I used percentages of specific Likert scale items selected to analyze data. I assigned
each Likert scale item a numeric value (1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree,
5=Strongly Agree). Using STATA, I calculated each survey item’s mean and standard deviation,
and Likert item percentages during the initial data analysis.
Analysis of interview data occurred via general qualitative coding. First, I recorded
interviews and then transcribed them. After recording and transcribing interviews, I coded them
using Google Documents. I used keywords describing the root causes from the literature review
above as codes. I searched these keywords, highlighted them within the transcriptions, and then
made comments on a separate page regarding thoughts of specific respondents.
After reading each transcript and using the coding document, I created a list of common
themes identified from the interviews. The identified themes provided clarification and context
to the survey results. Based on identifying themes and subsequent root causes, I created an
intervention plan and implemented it during the fall of 2020.
Ethical Considerations
Participation in the mini study was strictly voluntary. One ethical consideration I had to
navigate was my position as the primary researcher. Being an assistant principal at RHS, where
this research took place, created potential conflicts. Most researchers do not hold a position of
influence over study participants. However, improvement science requires the researcher to
understand a problem of practice in its context and then implement improvement cycles to
improve the situation. Polonsky (2004) wrote, “You should remember that participants are
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assisting you, and they should be invited to participate, with a clear understanding they are under
no obligation to do so and there will be no negative consequences for them if they do not assist
you in your research” (p. 58).
As a person of authority over research participants, I had to ensure their anonymity.
Anonymity required that I did not know who participated; furthermore, I could not seek this
information at any time. The survey included demographic questions; however, these questions
themselves would not reveal a respondent’s identity. Additionally, I did not require respondents
to answer demographic questions to participate in the survey.
Finally, the nature of my research regarding racial inequalities was a socially sensitive
topic. Respondents influence demand bias by being part of the study itself (Mummolo and
Peterson, 2017). Before conducting this mini study, I anticipated skewed survey responses due to
demand and social desirability bias. Due to the identification of racial disparities in discipline at
RHS, teachers and staff members at this location may choose to respond with this type of bias. In
addition, I anticipated social desirability bias based on the nature of the identified problem of
practice. Social desirability bias occurs when participants answer sensitive questions with
socially desirable rather than truthful answers (Mummolo and Peterson, 2017). To mitigate these
types of bias, I was adamant that research participants and their responses would remain
anonymous, and survey results would be confidential.
Limitations
In traditional research, the focus is generally on standard effect sizes where researchers, as
the bearers of knowledge, seek to introduce a variable to a controlled environment and measure
the effects on the environment. However, this dissertation focuses its efforts on following the
principles of improvement science to guide change efforts at RHS. Improvement science
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research seeks to learn fast through intervention cycles and implement each subsequent cycle
better than the last. The focus is on sources of variability in performance and replicability, not
standard effect sizes. However, the most significant difference may be the shift of researchers as
the bearers of the content knowledge towards that of “Doers.”
Using improvement science as the primary implementation tool of my intervention
created a series of specific limitations:


The focus of improvement science is conducting real-time action research to improve an
adaptive problem. One main limitation of my research that was caused by the nature of
action research is the variability of student outcomes and survey responses.



When gaining buy-in from faculty and staff, the complexity of the task and organizational
complexity of a high school created barriers that undoubtedly produced unwarranted
variability.



High demands placed on educators caused me to get creative when seeking participation
in my research, so I did not add more to their load. Time is one of the most limited
resources in education today. To gain buy-in and participation for this research I had to
ensure teachers and staff members viewed the research as beneficial.



Improvement science research uses data to learn about how well specific processes work.
This data offers evidence needed to discern whether changes in these processes are
improvements (Bryk et al., 2017, p. 188). This type of data posed a challenge because
people outside of the organizations traditionally used this type of research data to hold
others accountable. Getting research participants to shift their view on data from
evaluative towards a more practical measurement for improvement was tougher than
expected. Additionally, research participants’ awareness of being the primary subjects
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potentially impacted behavior and data. The tendency of changing one’s behavior or
survey responses when they are participants in a research experiment is known as the
Hawthorne effect. The Hawthorne effect can create less than highly reliable and valid
results for surveys and other quantitative/qualitative data collection (Wickström &
Bendix, 2000). As with demand and social reliability bias, the best way to mitigate how
Hawthorne effects influence research is to ensure responses and participation remain
entirely anonymous and confidential.
Quantitative Results
I created and distributed a survey to all teachers and staff members at RHS in the
fall/winter semester of 2019. The first survey response submission occurred on November 14,
2019, and the survey window officially closed on November 25, 2019. Forty respondents
answered Likert-style survey questions regarding the root causes of disproportionate discipline
specific to the context of RHS. Respondents also could comment on each survey question, which
resulted in some interesting remarks regarding discipline in our school.
Figure 1 depicts the race of the teachers and staff members who participated in my initial
survey. RHS’s faculty and staff were much less diverse than our student body. Most faculty
members, especially those with teaching certifications, were White. Though not every individual
employed at Ridgewood completed the survey, the ratio of survey respondents’ race/ethnicities
was very similar to the entire faculty and staff demographics. RHS’s teacher and staff population
were also disproportionately female. Twenty-eight females completed the survey compared to
only twelve males. Survey respondents overwhelmingly held graduate degrees (23), fifteen had
bachelor’s degrees, and two respondents had some college but no degree.
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Figure 1
Survey Respondent’s Race
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Note: This figure is representative of the individual staff members that participated in my root cause analysis.
Though not every member of RHS’s staff participated, this graphic is also symbolic of the overall ethnic diversity of
our staff.
a

Numbers above each bar represent the percentage of survey respondents from that particular race

b

Infinite Campus places both race and ethnicity into one report. The report that I ran to find this information was the

“Enrollment Summary Report,” which groups students by “Federal Race/ Values” and “State Race/ Values.”

The quantitative research method of this mini study, described in detail above, sought to
determine the root cause of discipline disproportionality at RHS. After conducting a thorough
review of the literature regarding the origins of disproportionate discipline in schools, I had to
understand the problem in the context of RHS. Therefore, nested within each survey question
was space for respondents to comment on each item. Appendix 3 depicts summary statistics for
each survey item; however, not all questions yielded useful responses that helped determine the
root causes of disproportionate discipline at RHS.
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In addition to depicting summary statistics for each survey question, Appendix 4 displays
the Likert item percentages for each survey question. When generating conclusions, Likert item
percentages and summary statistics were very helpful in discovering trends within the survey
depicting potential context-specific root causes of the discipline disparities at RHS.
When examining the individual survey questions and Likert item percentages, I looked
for the overwhelming selection of one Likert scale item over others or a standard deviation less
than one. The overwhelming selection of one Likert scale item or a standard deviation less than
one denoted survey respondents’ selections for that question were in high accordance with one
another. I also looked for survey questions displaying significant disparities in respondent
selections, represented by standard deviations greater than one.
School-Level Influences
The following section will discuss the findings regarding potential school-level root
causes of the racial disparities in discipline from the mini study conducted at RHS. The only
school-level influence investigated as a potential root cause of disproportionate discipline at RHS
was the presence of zero-tolerance policies.
Zero Tolerance Policies/Removal of Students
Of the 17 survey questions, one and five represented teacher and staff perceptions of zerotolerance policies and the removal of students. Table 2 depicts the standard deviation and mean
for each of these questions. To determine the average, I assigned each Likert item a value:
Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Neutral (3), Disagree (2), Strongly Disagree (1). Both questions
above had a mean greater than 3, which translates to more respondents agreeing with each
statement than disagreeing. Additionally, with a standard deviation of 1.10 for each question,
there was a considerable amount of variation from the average.
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Table 2
School-Level Influence Survey Questions
Survey Questions

M

SD

Question 1: Zero tolerance policies
deter inappropriate student
behavior.

3.35

1.10

3.10

1.10

Question 5: The majority of this
school’s discipline problems could
be solved if we could only remove
the more persistent troublemakers.

Over half of our faculty and staff (55%) thought policies consistently removing students
from class due to misbehavior discouraged wrongdoing. One particular comment on this survey
topic suggested it was the “lack of enforcement of ‘zero-tolerance policies that make them
ineffective.” This comment, and others, suggested teachers and staff members believed the
removal of students from their classes would mitigate classroom discipline issues. Only two
respondents commented on the potential disproportionality caused by zero-tolerance policies.
Other comments suggested students may not care about their behavior.
Nearly half (47.5%) of the survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed with removing
persistent troublemakers from class as a means to improve behavior in the classroom. Survey
respondents solely blamed students for misbehaviors that occurred in the classroom and at school
when speaking about the most persistent troublemakers. One comment stated, “If persistent
troublemakers were not making any efforts toward change (even if they are slow/small efforts, I
can see removal being an option,” while another respondent specified that, “When two or three
troublemakers are removed, the whole class works/behaves better.” While some may argue that
this is true in some cases, removing troublemakers from class without prior interventions is not
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equitable. No respondents referred to professional development on teacher implicit bias, deficit
perceptions, or cultural disconnect as potential remedies for persistent troublemakers.
Teacher-Level Influences
Surprisingly, some teachers and staff members thought teacher-level influences caused
racial disparities in discipline at RHS. Therefore, I investigated the teacher-level influences
identified from the initial literature review above as potential factors leading to disproportionate
discipline at RHS. These influences mainly occurred at the classroom level and may improve via
policy changes and professional development.
I identified the following teacher-level influences as potential root causes of racial
disparities in discipline at RHS (corresponding questions are in parentheses): Implicit bias and
stereotyping (9, 10, and 11), cultural proficiency (8), and teacher preparation (13 and 14). Table
3 depicts the mean and standard deviation for each of these influences.
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Table 3
Teacher Level Influence Survey Questions
Survey Questions

M

SD

3.90

1.00

Question 9: Students are often
stereotyped in this school.

3.30

1.16

Question 10: I challenge my own
implicit biases.

4.05

0.60

Question 11: My school treats all
students equitably.

2.85

1.10

1.83

0.93

Question 14: I need additional
resources to reduce and prevent
troublesome behavior.

3.33

0.83

Question 15: All teachers in this
school hold all students to high
expectations.

2.30

1.04

4.03

0.66

Question 8: Student behaviors are
sometimes misconstrued due to
cultural disconnect between student
and staff at this school.

Question 13: New teachers are
adequately prepared to handle
problems of misbehavior and
discipline.

Question 17: Schools must take
responsibility for teaching students
how to get along and behave
appropriately in school.

Implicit Bias and Stereotyping
Survey respondents agreed that stereotyping occurred at RHS; however, there was a
significant standard deviation, correlating to greater variation in survey responses. Specifically,
70% of teachers and staff members who participated in the survey believed school employees
stereotyped students while at school. Based on this information, I concluded that teachers'
perceptions of their students may subconsciously affect discipline disproportionality at RHS.
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As discussed above, most teachers agreed that the stereotyping of students occurred at
RHS. This finding starkly contrasted the results of question 10, which showed nearly 90% of
respondents agreed or strongly agreed (M = 4.05) they challenged their own implicit biases. With
a standard deviation of only 0.60, the variation in survey responses was very minimal. The
contradiction between survey responses for questions 9 and 10 suggested teachers at RHS found
it easier to blame others for stereotyping students; yet, when questioned about their own biases,
the vast majority stated they acknowledged and challenged their biases. In other words, teachers
admitted that others stereotyped students at RHS, but as individuals, they acknowledged and
understood their own biases. These two results are mutually exclusive, making it difficult to
conclude the effects of stereotyping and implicit bias on the racial disparity of discipline at RHS.
More than 40% of the survey respondents stated they do not believe RHS treats all
students equitably (M = 2.85). With a standard deviation of 1.10, variation among survey
responses was considerable. For example, 32.5% of those who participated in this research study
thought teachers and staff members treated students equitably at school. One comment regarding
this particular survey category noted, "this comes down to the adult we are considering." Another
individual stated, “certain demographics are treated differently when punished or even when
rewarded." Similarly, another respondent proclaimed they had, "seen two students disciplined
differently for the same behavior offense."
Cultural Proficiency
As depicted in Figure 1 above, teacher demographics at RHS were unlike the student
body. Most teachers were White/Caucasian; however, this race was a minority among students.
In addition, RHS served students from approximately 30 nations who speak more than 30
languages/dialects. These data suggests that the potential for cultural disconnect and
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misunderstanding between teachers and students may be higher at RHS than at other schools
where more analogous teacher and student demographic ratios exist.
Data from my survey suggested teachers and staff members at RHS struggled with this
concept. Eighty percent of survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed (M = 3.90) that student
behavior "was often misinterpreted due to a cultural disconnect and a lack of cultural
understanding between students, teachers, and staff members at RHS." With a standard deviation
of 1.00, data distribution was normal. One respondent stated, "With our diversified population,
cultural norms were present that may or may not be typically American or what educators
perceive as normal behavior." Another individual highlighted the differences in teacher, staff,
and student demographics by stating, "Generally, teachers do not come from the same
background as the majority of our students, and what may be accepted in some cultures and
backgrounds may not be in others." Thus, the teachers at RHS recognized cultural disconnect
between students and teachers might contribute to the disparities in discipline.
Teacher Preparation
Data collected from the survey teachers and staff members completed suggested teachers
struggle with behavior management. These data may result from the lack of emphasis placed by
teacher education programs on classroom behavior management. Eighty percent of survey
respondents disagreed (M = 1.83) with the sentiment that new teachers "were adequately
prepared to handle problems of misbehavior and discipline." With a standard deviation of 0.93,
there was no significant variation in survey responses regarding this question.
Though survey questions did not directly point toward teacher education at the collegial
level as the culprit of new teachers lacking the tools necessary to manage behavior successfully,
comments on this topic blamed universities for the lack of preparation in this area. One
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respondent suggested "strategies for discipline should be taught at the college level before
teachers reach the classroom in order to be more adequately prepared." At the same time, one
individual stated, “Universities struggle to give new teachers and prospective teachers strategies
for dealing with classroom management and discipline." Other comments suggested that teacher
training lacked adequate classroom management preparation for new teachers at any level,
including professional development and new teacher internships offered to these individuals by
their school district. This information suggested that teachers, particularly those new to the
profession, would benefit from more training on classroom management and tools to help them
successfully manage behavior in their classrooms.
Half of the survey respondents said they needed additional resources to prevent
troublesome behavior, whereas 22.5% of the individuals completing the survey stated they had
adequate resources. The standard deviation for question 14 was 0.83. Data suggested teachers
and staff members at RHS do not believe all teachers hold students to high expectations.
Seventy-Two and a half percent of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with this survey
question. With a standard deviation of 1.04, there was not much variation in survey responses.
These data were troubling because at least one study has shown that teachers' expectations of
students directly correlated with their behavior and academic success (Bryan et al., 2012).
One comment regarding this survey category suggested if we held all students to high
expectations, it would lead "proper discipline.” However, the same respondent stated, “Teachers
allow problems in the classroom to persist due to fear of consequences against themselves."
Therefore, it may be beneficial to review and implement a set of school-wide expectations at
RHS while increasing administration transparency, communication, and support for teachers.
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Survey respondents overwhelmingly agreed the school's responsibility was to teach and
model appropriate behaviors to students. Specifically, 85% of individuals who responded to the
survey thought schools should teach students behavior expectations through modeling and
dialogue. With a standard deviation of 0.66, there was minimal variation in survey responses
regarding this question. For example, one survey respondent stated that schools should teach
students behavioral expectations early in school and provide subtle reminders as they progress.
Another respondent related teaching students how to behave at school with teaching her threeyear-old how to behave at home by stating, "I cannot expect them to know how to put their toys
away if I never show them how to put their toys away. For a student who has never been
disciplined or shown how to behave appropriately, we cannot expect them to know how." While
these two respondents provide a bit of context behind the Likert item data, ultimately, it seems as
though most teachers and staff members at RHS believe they must teach behavioral expectations
to students.
Parent-Level Influences
In this section, I will discuss the findings of my root cause analysis (mini study) for
parent-level influences. The findings I describe below attribute the two parent-level influences,
socioeconomic status (survey questions 4 and 7) and parenting styles (question 12), as root
causes of discipline disproportionality. However, as mentioned above, parent-level influences are
the most difficult to affect. Thus, although findings suggested if we change students'
socioeconomic status, we could improve disparities in discipline, this societal problem was too
complex to improve through work facilitated throughout this dissertation. However, it was
possible to develop an intervention based on this information seeking to engage parents in their
child's education through opportunities at school. Table 4 depicts the mean and standard
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deviation for survey questions seeking to determine teacher and staff perceptions of
socioeconomic status and family structure.
Table 4
Parent-Level Influence Survey Questions
Survey Questions

Q4: Students from certain
neighborhoods participate in
troublesome behavior more than
others.
Q7: Students from certain
neighborhoods have challenges in
managing their own behavior.

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.15

1.12

3.53

.91

Socioeconomic Status and Family Structure
RHS was approximately 95%–97% free/reduced lunch at the time of this study; therefore,
the likelihood that any particular student lived in poverty is very high. Research findings
suggested more than 35% of survey respondents associated a student’s neighborhood with the
likelihood of participating in troublesome behavior (mean = 3.15). With a standard deviation of
1.12, there was some variation in survey responses for this particular question (4). Survey
respondent comments on this question alone were very worrisome when analyzing faculty and
staff member perceptions of students living in poverty. For example, one respondent commented,
“I think that students from some neighborhoods have participated in more troublesome
behaviors.” Another respondent stated they agreed that students from specific neighborhoods
exhibited greater troublesome behavior because “they are a product of their environment.” A
third individual proclaimed, “people from certain neighborhoods get into a different kind of
trouble.” These comments immediately led me to conclude respondents’ implicit biases may
cloud their ability to see everyone with the same potential.
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One may imply that respondents correlated, “certain neighborhoods” with students living
below the poverty line or from low socioeconomic backgrounds. Because most of the students at
RHS qualified for free and reduced lunch, it was easy to infer that our teachers, staff, and
community thought our kids disproportionately misbehave based on where they live. However,
to better gauge survey respondents’ genuine opinions regarding differential behavior of students
living in poverty, individuals responded to the following statement: Students from specific
neighborhoods have challenges managing their behavior. Fifty-five percent of survey
respondents agreed or strongly agreed (M = 3.53) with this statement, compared to zero
respondents who strongly disagreed. The standard deviation for this question (7) was .91,
signifying consistency regarding survey response choices.
Multiple survey respondents attributed students living in poverty to having less involved
parents who neglected to teach their children how to manage their behaviors. One individual
stated, “The focus of fix must be on the front end,” implying that parent involvement is
necessary for students with behavior issues. Though most comments carried a negative
connotation toward children living in low socioeconomic neighborhoods, a couple of
respondents echoed the sentiment, “every student is different, and every kid has to learn to
manage their behavior appropriately” while at the same time deflecting much of the
responsibility on the school’s role in teaching proper behavioral expectations.
Qualitative Results
In addition to allowing survey participants to comment on each Likert scale survey
question, five open-ended questions appeared at the end of the survey to help analyze survey
results and draw conclusions based on data collected. For example, interviews conducted with
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eight department heads utilized the same five open-ended questions regarding discipline
practices at RHS.
Racial disparities in discipline can be a sensitive topic, particularly when identifying the
issue’s root causes in a local context. I asked teachers and staff members at RHS to help identify
the root causes of the discipline gap at their school. When writing survey questions, I left out
anything that could imply race. For example, I used words like “neighborhoods” and “cultures”,
which correlated with race. Without allowing respondents to comment on each item, it would be
unethical to conclude that individuals equated replacement terms such as “neighborhoods” and
“cultures” with race.
Table 5 displays the five open-ended questions asked at the end of the Root Cause survey
and to department heads during interviews. I framed questions so teachers would not feel
threatened or attacked. Instead, the idea was teachers would see themselves as change agents
providing solutions and improvements to systems at RHS contributing to racial disparities in
discipline.
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Table 5
Qualitative Portion of Survey and Interview Components
Question Categories

Survey Questions

Survey Question 23/Interview
Question 1: Solutions

What do you think are possible solutions to gaps in discipline across
cultures and races in this school?

Survey Question 24/Interview
Question 2: Office Discipline
Referrals

Describe events that would occur that would lead you to make an office
referral.

Survey Question 25/Interview
Question 3: Cultural Effects (Self)
Survey Question 26/Interview
Question 4: Cultural Effects
(School)
Survey Question 27/Interview
Question 5: Climate and Culture

How does student culture effect your handling of student behavior?

How does student culture effect the school’s handling of student
behavior?

Overall, how do you think we can improve the climate and culture of
RHS?

Note. The qualitative portion of this survey allowed participants to respond to each of the five prompts listed
above. I used the same five open-ended questions during interviews conducted with eight departments heads.
a

Questions 18-22 were demographic questions. I decided to place these questions between the

quantitative/qualitative sections of the survey in hopes that more respondents would answer them.

Open-Ended Survey Responses
Below I will discuss the findings from survey questions 24 – 27. As mentioned above,
these questions sought to gather respondents’ thoughts regarding the following:


What would cause them to complete an office discipline referral?



How does a student’s culture affect the handling of classroom behavior?



How does a student’s culture affect the school’s handling of student behavior?

I analyzed each question’s responses for teacher and staff perceptions of School, Teacher,
Student, Parent, and Leader-Level influences leading to racial disparities in discipline. After
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reading each response to questions 24 – 27, I used a feature on SurveyMonkey to mark various
comments as “Interesting Comments.” I marked the interesting comments based on keywords
identified in the literature review above. Keywords included: Stereotyping, implicit bias,
expectations, culture, cultural proficiency, relationships, empathy, subjectivity, exclusionary
discipline, zero-tolerance discipline, preparation, physical aggression, achievement, and
socioeconomic status. After coding respondent comments using these two mechanisms, I read
more closely and grouped responses into categories. Then, I identified the following influences,
some not previously identified in the literature review or survey (quantitative) responses.
Table 6
Open-Ended Survey Question Response Findings
School-Level Influences




School-wide expectations
Consistent school discipline practices

Teacher-Level Influences





Teacher subjectivity
Cultural proficiency
Empathy

Leader-Level Influences



Administrator bias

School-Level Influences
The primary school-level influence mentioned multiple times throughout the open-ended
survey responses was the lack of school-wide expectations. One comment stated, “The school
needed a set of expectations for students to follow.” Some comments within this set of questions
mentioned the need for consistency in discipline across the school. For example, one respondent
stated the importance of, “being consistent with expectations and making sure all students
understand the rules and the reasons behind them.” School-wide expectations and consistency go
together. By implementing a set of school-wide expectations, we may improve the consistency of
discipline school-wide.
50

Teacher-Level Influences
The two main reasons leading survey respondents to complete a discipline referral were
defiance and disrespect. When teachers faced vulnerable decision points (VDP), they made
subjective judgment calls. As discussed in detail in the literature review above, Black students
experienced disproportionate discipline due to subjective offenses such as defiance and
disrespect.
A second teacher-level influence common among survey responses to the set of openended questions was the lack of cultural proficiency with RHS. Cultural proficiency directly
influenced the subjectivity of discipline discussed above. When teachers faced a VDP, subjective
decisions followed and aligned with their own cultures. One respondent stated, “there is a need
for cultural awareness among staff members and direct conversations about cultural differences
with students.” Another response stated teachers needed to “better understand the cultures of
different students and needed better cultural proficiency training.”
A third teacher-level influence mentioned by multiple survey respondents, directly tied to
the lack of cultural proficiency and subjectivity of discipline, was empathy. Teachers stated they
made justifications not to punish students based on their background knowledge. For example,
one teacher stated, “I am more lenient because my students are new to the country and probably
the formal school environment as well, so my room serves as a transition place for them to begin
incorporating appropriate school behaviors.”
Leader-Level Influences
The only other influence mentioned in the responses to the open-ended questions posed at
the end of the survey was the administrator’s perception of bias towards some students. One
respondent stated, “Sometimes admin seems to have biases against students and assign discipline
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according to their biases.” This statement is related to cultural proficiency and subjective
discipline discussed above in the teacher-level influences section. Exemplifying their relation,
another respondent stated, “Sometimes student cultures result in leniency and lack of
consequences given by the administration.”
Department Head Interview Results
I used the same five open-ended questions in Table 5 to interview department heads.
Using these questions, I sought to gain valuable insight from teacher-leaders into what led
teachers to make a discipline referral and how student culture affected teachers’ and the school’s
handling of discipline.
Teacher-Level Influences
The information below explains the findings from the interviews I conducted with
department heads following the Root Cause survey. Similar to the findings from the quantitative
portion of this mini study, teacher-level influences and factors within the school seemed to
resonate the most with department heads during interviews as a very likely root cause of racial
disparities in discipline.
The interview process yielded valuable insights regarding potential solutions to the
discipline gap at RHS. Establishing school-wide expectations taught to every student was a
consistent theme throughout the interviews and survey responses. Though expectations were
important, every interviewee stated consistent discipline practices were vital in closing racial
disparities in discipline. Respondents echoed this sentiment by adding open and honest
communication must precede consistency. Less tangible solutions to the discipline gap that came
to light during the department head interviews were cultural proficiency and implicit bias
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training for all faculty and staff and the importance of faculty and staff members holding all
students to high expectations, regardless of perceived ability.
To assess and understand the root causes and potential solutions to the racial discipline
gap, researchers must first identify why students received ODRs at the classroom level. Research
found that when teachers face vulnerable decision points in making judgment calls regarding
subjective student behavior, disproportionate discipline practices are more likely to occur
(Grivan et al., 2016; Skiba et al., 2002). During the interview process, an interesting theme came
to light. Most teachers stated they referred a student for disciplinary action based on subjective
measures; specifically, interviewees and survey respondents stated defiance, disrespect,
dishonesty, and disruption as reasons why they would submit a discipline referral for a student.
Another emerging theme from the interviews and survey open-ended responses was the
effect of a student’s culture on their behavior. Respondents hesitated to admit that student culture
affected their handling of behavior. At the same time, interviewees and survey participants
seemed to believe the school allowed student culture to affect its handling of behavior. Instead of
providing definitive answers, participants offered essential teacher qualities, such as reliance on
solid relationships and cultural understanding, to defend the rationale behind why culture does
not influence their handling of student behavior.
Most respondents cited the lack of cultural proficiency and understanding as a rationale
for the disproportionate student behavior management. In contrast, others pointed to
administration bias and empathy toward specific groups of students. The divergence of thought
between responses made it difficult to draw meaningful conclusions from this data. However,
when I asked respondents questions about their practice, their responses differed from those
given for questions seeking their perceptions of how others behave. Respondents contrasting
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viewpoints provide evidence of demand and social desirability bias due to being part of the study
itself. This type of bias causes respondents to answer sensitive questions with socially desirable,
rather than truthful, answers. I anticipated demand/social desirability bias as an anticipated
limitation of this research due to conducting this research at participants’ place of employment.
Opportunities for Improvement
I asked questions 23 and 27 from Table 5 at the end of the survey and to department
heads during interviews to gain insight on how they thought we could improve the culture and
climate at RHS. Common themes discussed throughout these interviews as ways to improve the
culture and climate at RHS were building positive relationships, improving communication,
implementing equitable discipline practices, establishing school-wide expectations, and
improving cultural proficiency school-wide.
Building Positive Relationships
The last theme of the five open-ended questions asked at the end of the survey to
department heads during stand-alone interviews was how RHS could improve its culture and
climate. Building and fostering positive relationships resonated with multiple survey respondents
and interviewees. Research shows teachers and students in schools that emphasized developing
positive relationships felt safer and more supported (Gregory et al., 2010). Thus, one might
conclude both teachers’ and students’ feelings of safety and support may lend themselves to
improved racial disparities in discipline.
Communication
Research participants said feedback and other types of communication were lacking,
particularly regarding discipline consequences and the behavior matrix. Also, they commented
on the lack of communication about school-wide expectations and other proactive measures. Not
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only was communication and understanding a central issue at the school level, but research
participants also highlighted the lack of communicating high expectations for all students as a
pivotal issue limiting the ability to build a positive school culture and increasing disparities in
discipline. Lastly, participants identified a lack of understanding and communication regarding
quality behavioral management practices, school-level discipline management processes, and
behavior intervention resources offered by the school as the rationale for using ODRs
prematurely.
Equitable Discipline Practices
Another interesting point made by survey respondents and multiple department heads
was the importance of applying discipline equally and consistently school-wide. Respondents
referred to holding students “equally accountable.” However, data analysis from the Likert item
survey questions concluded teachers and staff members agreed with punitive discipline practices
such as zero tolerance and exclusionary discipline policies. This mindset only exacerbates racial
disparities in discipline (Skiba et al., 2002; Wallace et al., 2008). For example, the Civil Rights
Data Collection (2014) found that while Black students comprised 16% of the US public school
population, they represented 32%–42% of students’ exclusionary discipline sanctions. This
information suggested the need for an intervention based on understanding a student’s specific
context and educating teachers on restorative discipline practices promoting positive
relationships.
Establish School-wide Expectations
Research participants also cited the need to establish a set of school-wide expectations for
RHS. Not only did respondents mention the formation of such expectations to provide
consistency for students and teachers throughout the school, but they also noted the importance
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of teaching, modeling, and consistently rewarding students who complied with these
expectations. In addition, respondents emphasized the need to highlight students’ positive actions
and accomplishments through recognition systems and celebrations.
Cultural Proficiency
Lastly, survey respondents and interviewee comments emphasized the need to place
greater importance on understanding the numerous cultures at RHS. For example, one
respondent stated, “Increased cultural awareness among teachers and staff members and direct
conversations about cultural differences with students should occur at school.” Another
individual said, “Teachers and staff members need to understand better the cultures of different
students and how cultural bias can lead to the formation of stereotypes.”
Monroe and Obidah (2004) found that increasing educators’ “cultural competence,” or
the ability to connect with and respond respectfully and skillfully to students’ lived “experiences,
improves school-student relationships. However, research has also determined that teachers
lacking cultural competence with Black culture are more likely to pathologize Black students for
acceptable and normative behaviors in Black students’ homes and communities (Graves &
Howes, 2011; Irvine 1990; Monroe & Obidah, 2004). Therefore, we should consider facilitating
culturally responsive classroom management (CRCM) through intervention at RHS. Weinstein
and colleagues (2004) suggested five components essential to CRCM: “(a) recognition of one’s
ethnocentrism and biases; (b) knowledge of students’ cultural “backgrounds; (c) understanding
of the broader social, economic, and political context of our educational system; (d) ability and
willingness to use culturally appropriate classroom management strategies; and (e) commitment
to building caring classroom communities” (p. 27).
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Table 7 depicts the key findings from the quantitative and qualitative portions of my root
cause mini study. Then, using research to pair each root cause with potential solutions, I
determined an intervention suitable to improve my problem of practice.
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Table 7
Root Cause Mini Study: Key Findings
Root Cause

Potential Solution

1.

Lack of emphasis on
building and fostering
positive relationships
between teachers, staff and
students.

Focus on implementing systems that create opportunities for teachers to have
positive interactions with their students. Hamre et al. (2013) conceptualized
student-teacher interactions as consisting of three domains of observable behaviors:
Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional Support.

2.

Gaps in communication
between students, teachers,
and the office regarding
expectations, clarity of the
discipline process, and
intervention opportunities
before ODRs.

Develop improved communication practices regarding behavior management and
school discipline practices for teachers. Establish a place where teachers and
students can go to access all documents, practices, and expectations regarding
discipline practices at RHS.

3.

Discipline practices are not
applied equally and
consistently school-wide.

Though it is important that discipline practices be fair and consistent school-wide,
teachers must develop an understanding of culturally competent pedagogy
(Weinstein et al., 2004). At the same time, we must develop a system where all
members of RHS seek to first assess the needs of each student and provide
appropriate supports. We must inquire into the “why” of the behavior or incident
instead of immediately seeking punitive action (Cornell et al., 2009).

4.

A set of school-wide
behavioral expectations for
students are not in place and
practiced.

Define and teach core behavioral and positive social expectations, reward
appropriate behavior, and establish a consistent continuum of consequences for
problem behavior. Schools report a reduction of ODRs, improved social climate,
and improved academic performance when they engage in school-wide SWPBS
practices, such as defining positive behavioral expectations, teaching these
expectations to all students, acknowledging and rewarding appropriate behavior,
establishing a continuum of consequences for inappropriate behavior, and using
behavioral data for active decision making (Luiselli et al., 2002; Nakasato, 2000;
Nelson et al., 1998; Todd et al., 2002; Sadler, 2000; Taylor-Greene & Kartub, 2000;
Horner et al., 2004).

5.

Lack of understanding and
emphasis on understanding
different cultures.

Provide professional development opportunities for faculty and staff members on
cultural proficiency and implicit bias. Develop a culture that is culturally responsive
and sensitive to those cultures that differ from our own. Create and promote
dialogue built on mutual trust and found to result in a better understanding of
expectations and past experiences, which may lead to fewer discipline decisions
based on implicit stereotypes or biases (Costello et al., 2009; Costello et al., 2010).
Form systemic and consistent discipline delivery systems (Sugai et al., 2010) that
are proactive in nature and include students as active participants in implementing
discipline policies (Gouveia-Pereira et al., 2003).

6.

Lack of systems that
promote positive
accomplishments by students
and teachers.

Implement consistent recognition systems that acknowledge and reinforce positive
behaviors at RHS.

Note. The six root causes identified from the literature and recurring throughout this mini study will inform the development
and implementation of an intervention at RHS to decrease racial disparities in discipline between Black males and their
classmates.
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Conclusions
This mini study, conducted during the 2019 fall semester, sought to determine the root
causes of racial disparities in discipline at RHS. The research design was sequential explanatory
mixed methods. This type of mixed methods research design consists of collecting data over time
in two consecutive phases. Specifically, the researcher first collects and analyzes quantitative
data. In the case of my research, I used the 17 Likert item questions from the Root Cause survey.
Qualitative data collected in the second phase of the study are related to outcomes from the first
quantitative phase (Ivankova et al., 2006). The qualitative portion of this study consisted of an
interview series with eight department heads from RHS.
Though the research design of this study was sequential explanatory mixed methods,
the Root Cause surveys relied on a concurrent nested mixed methods design. The simultaneous
collection of quantitative and qualitative data within the same study is a hallmark of sequential
explanatory mixed methods research design (Aultman, 2020). A nested qualitative portion within
each survey allowed each respondent to comment on their Likert item selection. I asked the same
five open-ended questions at the end of the survey that I used for department head interviews.
The purpose of this survey design reflects the sensitivity of my research topic. When
constructing both quantitative and qualitative research questions, I was very selective in the
wording used to form each survey item and interview question. Racial inequalities are a sensitive
topic standing alone; however, when seeking to identify the root cause of a specific racial
disparity by surveying/interviewing those who work in the research context, conflicts of interest
may arise.
With over 80 faculty and staff members invited to complete the survey, only 40 chose to
partake in this root cause analysis mini study. Out of the 40 participants, 38 had earned at least a
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bachelor's degree, while 23 participants had a master's degree. Survey respondents were hesitant
to participate based on the sensitive nature of the survey topic. Respondents maintained they
would complete the survey if I left out personal identifiers. Inevitably, some still chose not to
participate, but time may have also played a factor.
One surprising result made evident through survey results was the lack of blame placed
on student-level characteristics as a contributing factor to racial disparities in discipline at RHS.
Another surprising result, this time based on results from department head interviews, was the
emphasis placed on teacher-level characteristics such as building positive relationships and
improving cultural proficiency in the classroom. Additionally, survey respondents proclaimed
that school-level characteristics such as improved communication, application of equitable
discipline practices, and establishment of school-wide expectations would help to improve
school culture and climate.
After analysis of the Root Cause survey, including the nested comments and open-ended
questions, and interviews conducted with department heads, I identified several root causes that
corresponded with the literature. Table 7 displays each of the root causes identified as potential
reasons for disproportionate discipline between Black males and their classmates.
To better illustrate the root causes of discipline disproportionality at RHS, the fishbone
diagram in Figure 2 illustrates the common root causes of disproportionate discipline between
my root cause literature review and findings from the Root Cause survey. The fishbone diagram
includes root causes of racial disparities in discipline at the end of each rib, while the bones
corresponding to each category provide contributing factors to each specific root cause. The
information derived from Table 7 and Figure 2 assisted in the determination of an appropriate
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intervention. Using improvement science to implement this intervention at RHS, I hope to
decrease discipline disproportionality between Black males and their White peers.
Figure 2
Fishbone Diagram – Commonalities Between Root Cause Literature Review and Survey Results

Note: The fishbone diagram pictured above illustrates the root causes from research conducted during the fall
semester of 2019 at RHS.

When considering interventions to improve discipline disproportionality, the root causes
identified through the implementation of the Root Cause survey and interviews were driving
forces. Therefore, focusing on the core practices that led to racial disparities in discipline at RHS
is essential. To foster change at RHS and close gaps in discipline between Black males and their
White peers, interventions must seek to improve the underlying sources (root causes) of the
problem.
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Next Steps
Establishing and implementing Tier 1 School-wide Positive Behavior Interventions and
Supports (SWPBIS) would serve as the primary intervention for this dissertation in practice.
Research supporting the effectiveness of improving all the root causes of discipline
disproportionality identified above provided the rationale for choosing this intervention.
SWPBIS uses a systems approach to support implementation via empirically supported practices,
based on data, seeking locally meaningful and culturally relevant outcomes (Sugai & Horner,
2009; Waasdorp et al., 2012; Simonsen et al., 2009; Bradshaw et al., 2008).
Critical components of SWPBIS include defining school-wide positive behavioral
supports, proactively teaching and modeling expected behaviors, establishing a reward system
that consistently rewards students who comply with behavioral expectations, developing a
consistent use of a continuum of responses to behavior for students who do not comply with
expectations, and using office discipline referral data to make informed decisions regarding
students’ responsiveness to the provided supports (Sugai & Horner, 2002). Historically,
researchers have associated SWPBIS with positive outcomes (Sugai & Horner, 2002), such as
reductions in ODRs (Sugai et al., 2000). Though studies have yet to link disciplinary equity with
SWPBIS consistently, systems and practices that SWPBIS seeks to improve have decreased
racial disparities in discipline. For example, the SWPBIS focus on culturally responsive
discipline practices (Vincent et al., 2015; Blake et al., 2011; Blake et al., 2015), proactively
building positive student-teacher and peer relationships (Gregory et al., 2016), promoting
students’ perceptions of discipline as fair and procedurally just (Vincent et al., 2015), allowing
students to have a voice in discipline expectations and practices (Monroe, 2005), and restoring
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relationships after a discipline incident has occurred (Gonzalez, 2015; Gregory et al., 2015; Jain
et al., 2014) all show promising signs of decreasing discipline disproportionality.
As mentioned in the introduction of this section, the coronavirus pandemic interrupted
my research and dissertation. When conducting the initial investigation into the root causes of
discipline disproportionality at RHS, COVID-19 had not yet surfaced; therefore, my approach to
this improvement science dissertation has changed since the beginning. I had first planned to
implement Tier 1 SWPBIS at RHS and measure its effects on discipline disproportionality
between Black male students and their White peers; however, once the pandemic started, the
school was continually interrupted, and complete in-person instruction did not take place for the
remainder of the 2019-2020 school year and the entirety of the 2020-2021 school year.
Since I was conducting my root cause analysis only during the 2019-2020 school year, I
first hoped I would implement my intervention as planned at the beginning of the 2020-2021
school year. However, as mentioned above, complete in-person instruction never took place
during the 2020-2021 school year. Though we ran on a hybrid model most of the year, fewer
students attended school in-person than in years before. Approximately one-third (three hundred)
of students elected virtual learning all year. We split the other two-thirds (seven hundred) of
students between Mondays/Wednesdays and Tuesdays/Thursdays. The school district elected to
bring back all in-person students on March 1, 2021; however, this number was still well below
previous years and in place only during the last two months of the school year.
Compared to previous years, the reduced number of students in school during the 20202021 school year made comparing data between these two periods unfavorable and very biased.
For example, Table 8 illustrates the difference in the number of ODRs (ODRs that occurred
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before Christmas during the 2019-2020 school year compared to the same time this school year
[2020-2021]).
Table 8
Discipline Referral Comparison Between December 2019 and December 2020
Number of Referrals

Number of Students
Receiving At Least 1
Referral

Number of Teachers
Giving At Least 1
Referral

Fall Semester, 2019

529

240

556

Spring Semester, 2020

26

21

6

Dates

Note: These above data represent the difference in ODRs between the Fall and Spring semesters of the 2019-2020
school year. The coronavirus pandemic caused the difference in interruption of in-person instruction and
decreased in-person attendance. The drastic difference in ODRs made it impossible to use ODRs as a measure of
determining racial disparities in discipline because of SWPBIS implementation.

Though drastic changes in context proved problematic in measuring the difference in
ODRs at RHS between the current school year and previous ones, I remained confident in my
intervention plan moving forward. As discussed above, SWPBIS has proven to improve the root
causes identified as sources of racial disparities in discipline between Black male students and
their White classmates at RHS. Additionally, research has proven SWPBIS implementation
fidelity profoundly affects student outcomes (James et al., 2019; Flannery et al., 2014; Barrett et
al., 2008; Pas et al., 2019; Scott et al., 2019).
For example, James and colleagues (2019) examined the relationships between changes
in SWPBIS implementation levels and changes in discipline outcomes over two years in a study
of 85 Ohio schools with data on PBIS implementation fidelity. They found changes in the Tiered
Fidelity Inventory (TFI), a prominent tool used to evaluate PBIS implementation fidelity,
significantly predicted changes in out-of-school suspensions per 100 students. In another study
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examining the effects of SWPBIS on the levels of problem behaviors of 36,653 students in 12
high schools, Flannery and associates (2014) found statistically significant decreases in student
office discipline referrals SWPBIS schools, with increases in comparison schools. Additionally,
they discovered office discipline referrals significantly decreased as implementation fidelity
increased.
I could not reliably relate ODR changes at RHS to SWPBIS implementation due to the
changes in contexts between the current school year and previous ones. However, based on the
research above, I am confident that implementing SWPBIS with fidelity will positively impact
improving the racial disparities in discipline existing at RHS between Black male students and
their classmates. Therefore, I devoted the remainder of this dissertation to Intervention Cycle 1
and Intervention Cycle 2 to determine how the principles of improvement science and
transformational leadership theory helped facilitate the implementation of SWPBIS at RHS.
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CHAPTER 3. IMPROVEMENT SCIENCE INTERVENTION 1
After identifying significant racial disparities in discipline at RHS as my problem of
practice, it was imperative to decrease this racial gap in discipline and ensure equitable discipline
practices were in place school-wide. Initially, the plan was to implement SWPBIS and measure
the effects on discipline disproportionality using ODRs; however, the considerable amount of
time spent completely virtual and hybrid due to the COVID-19 pandemic shifted my focus
towards implementing SWPBIS at RHS with fidelity. Though research has yet to emphatically
conclude that implementation of SWPBIS significantly impacts racial disparities in discipline,
studies have proven the underlying practices guiding SWPBIS positively impact disproportionate
discipline (Vincent et al., 2015; Blake et al., 2011; Blake et al., 2015; Gregory et al., 2016;
Monroe, 2005; Gonzalez, 2015; Gregory et al., 2015; Jain et al., 2014).
Additionally, research has shown that when implemented with fidelity, SWPBIS
improves student behavior outcomes, such as out-of-school suspensions, office discipline
referrals, and truancy (James et al., 2019; Flannery et al., 2014; Barrett et al., 2008; Pas et al.,
2019; Scott et al., 2019). Implementation of SWPBIS concentrates on the core practices
identified in Chapter 2. These practices include: (a) culturally responsive discipline practices
(Vincent et al., 2015; Blake et al., 2011; Blake et al., 2015), (b) proactively building positive
student-teacher and peer relationships (Gregory et al., 2016), (c) promoting students’ perceptions
of discipline as fair and procedurally just (Vincent et al., 2015), (d) allowing students to have a
voice in discipline expectations and practices (Monroe, 2005), and (e) restoring relationships
after a discipline incident has occurred (Gregory et al., 2015; Jain et al., 2014). Research has
shown that each of these practices independently reduces discipline disproportionality (Blake et
al., 2011; Blake et al., 2015; Gregory et al., 2015; Gregory et al., 2016; Jain et al., 2014; Vincent
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et al., 2015). Therefore, if we implement SWPBIS with fidelity at RHS, racial disparities in
discipline between Black male students and their White classmates should also improve.
Additionally, I relied on principles of transformational leadership theory to help guide my
work, specifically with the SWPBIS team. Specific transformational leadership principles
applied throughout this dissertation to achieve success were (a) forming a team, (b) building a
capacity of the team through training and professional learning opportunities, (c) creating a
shared organizational belief through the use of common language and procedures, and (d)
showing concern for individuals by embedding intentional check-ins throughout the year.
Additionally, transformational leadership behaviors I practiced included (a) creating a sense of
urgency through consistently providing team members with discipline data and (b) creating a
sense of urgency by decoding and analyzing these discipline data and highlighting the vast racial
disparities in discipline.
In this chapter, I will review previous research and literature regarding the positive
effects of SWPBIS on student outcomes, best practices for implementing SWPBIS in schools,
and how to achieve implementation fidelity and sustainability of PBIS. After reviewing the
research and literature for my chosen intervention (SWPBIS), I will do the same for my
leadership framework (transformational leadership). Next, I will review the literature regarding
the improvement science dissertation and discuss how improvement science will facilitate this
entire dissertation. This section will also include the improvement science tools I used to help
guide my work.
Lastly, this chapter will conclude by discussing Intervention 1 of this improvement
science dissertation. This discussion will include the first attempt to implement SWPBIS at RHS
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using improvement science. Additionally, I will discuss the measures I used to determine the
implementation fidelity of SWPBIS and changes made moving forward.
Literature Review
The following section will delve into the literature regarding components of my
conceptual framework. This literature review starts with a section on Positive Behavioral
Supports and Interventions (PBIS). SWPBIS is the intervention I have chosen to implement at
RHS in response to my root cause mini study discussed above in Chapter 2. Following the
literature base on PBIS, I will then review transformational leadership principles. I focused on
the principles of transformational leadership while leading the implementation of PBIS at RHS. I
did not measure the effects of transformational leadership on the implementation of PBIS;
however, these principles guided my decision-making throughout the intervention cycles. Lastly,
I will discuss literature on improvement science. Improvement science served as the model of
implementation science throughout this dissertation.
Positive Behavioral Supports and Interventions (PBIS)
PBIS is a systems-level approach implemented in schools to improve culture, increase
academic achievement, and promote appropriate behavior through a tiered support network
(Garbacz, 2018; Hannigan & Hauser, 2015; Sugai & Horner, 2002). PBIS uses evidence-based
practices to group students into tiers (Freeman et al., 2019; Horner et al., 2010; Horner & Sugai,
2015). Thus, the PBIS framework consists of three tiers: Tier 1, better known as SWPBIS; Tier
2, or targeted PBIS; and Tier 3, which includes intensive individual interventions (Horner &
Sugai, 2015; Kerr & Nelson, 2010; McDaniel et al., 2017).
SWPBIS is a systems-level approach implemented nationwide to reduce disproportionate
student behavior (Horner et al., 2010). SWPBIS interventions support all students and seek to
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prevent problem behaviors. Tier 2 interventions target roughly the 15% of students who do not
respond to Tier 1 interventions and supports. Lastly, Tier 3 interventions focus on the 1%–5% of
students who struggle with chronic behavior problems. These tiers work together to provide
behavioral interventions and supports for all students.
Early History
In the 1980s, there was a need for effective behavioral management interventions for
students and an improved selection of ways to implement them (Sugai & Horner, 1999; Sugai &
Simonsen, 2012). Shortly after, the University of Oregon began to conduct applied research into
the effects of various behavioral strategies on student conduct. Sugai and Simonsen (2012) cited
research efforts directed by the University of Oregon proved “greater attention should be
directed toward prevention, research-based practices, data-based decision-making, school-wide
systems, explicit social skills instruction, team-based implementation and professional
development, and student outcomes” (p. 1). However, it was not until the 1997 reauthorization of
the Individuals with Disabilities Act that the United States Government established a grant to
create the Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports at the University of Oregon.
SWPBIS Structure
This section will address the principles, systems, and practices making up the structure of
SWPBIS. The Center on PBIS (2021) defines five core principles guiding SWPBIS
implementation and states these principles, “establish the foundation for delivering regular,
proactive support and preventing unwanted behaviors.” In addition to the core principles above,
the Center on PBIS (2021) lists SWPBIS Foundational Systems, which they state, “serve as the
foundation upon which all others are systems are built.” Schools can effectively determine which
students require additional support (Tier 2 and Tier 3) with these systems in place. Schools use
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the five core principles and foundational systems to effectively guide implementation of the five
SWPBIS key practices. Table 9 lists the core principles, foundational systems, and key practices
of SWPBIS as identified by the Center on PBIS (2021).
Table 9
SWPBIS Support Structures
Core Principles

Foundational Systems

Key Practices

Effectively teaching appropriate
behaviors to all children

A SWPBIS leadership team

School-wide positive expectations
and behaviors are defined and
taught

Intervening early before unwanted
behaviors escalate

Regular meeting routine, schedule,
and structure

Procedures for establishing
classroom expectations and routines
consistent with school-wide
expectations

Using research-based, scientifically
validated interventions whenever
possible

Commitment statement for
establishing a positive school-wide
social culture

Continuum of procedures for
encouraging expected behavior

Monitoring student progress

Ongoing data-based monitoring,
evaluation, and dissemination

Continuum of procedures for
discouraging problem behavior

Using data to make decisions

Procedures for selecting, training,
and coaching new personnel

Procedures for encouraging schoolfamily partnerships

As mentioned previously, studies have yet to link improved racial discipline
disproportionality with SWPBIS consistently. However, SWPBIS practices associated with the
root problems mini study have shown promising results in decreasing disproportionality.
Specifically, SWPBIS focused on (a) developing culturally responsive discipline practices
(Blake et al., 2011; Blake et al., 2015; Vincent et al., 2015), (b) building positive student-teacher
and peer relationships proactively (Gregory et al., 2016), (c) promoting students’ perceptions of
discipline as fair and procedurally just (Vincent et al., 2015), (d) allowing students to have a
voice in discipline expectations and practices (Monroe, 2005), (e) and restoring relationships
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after a discipline incident has occurred (Gregory et al., 2015; Jain et al., 2014) have all proven to
improve racial disparities in discipline.
The Need for PBIS
PBIS can close the discipline gap by creating new policies and systems that promote the
recognition of positive behavior and focus less on zero-tolerance discipline practices. Based on
research, the need for PBIS is evident as racial disparities in discipline continue to widen. For
example, Losen and colleagues (2015) from the Civil Rights Project at UCLA conducted
research focused on out-of-school suspension rates in every school district in the nation through
the 2011-2012 school year. They found an overall increase in suspensions over the past 40 years
and an increasing suspension rate gap between White and Black students.
One cause of the increasing discipline gap between White and Black students is the
increased use of exclusionary discipline policies in U.S. schools. Ogulmus and Vuran (2016)
conducted a study in which they reviewed the experimental and quasi-experimental studies
related to the exclusionary zero-tolerance discipline practices in the Journal of Positive Behavior
Interventions (JPBI) between 1999 and 2015. They found exclusionary zero-tolerance
disciplinary practices yielded no evidence of effectiveness in decreasing the discipline gap or
students’ problem behavior. The use of exclusionary punishments may be beneficial in
preventing problem behaviors of students who already have success in school; however,
historically, it may be less effective, or even detrimental, to those who do not see success in
school or have a history of misbehavior (Shores et al., 1993; Sugai & Horner, 1999; SulzerAzaroff & Mayer, 1994). In addition, exclusionary zero-tolerance policies widen the discipline
gap between Black male students and their classmates (Anderson & Ritter, 2017; Skiba, 2014).
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Therefore, I thought it was imperative that we introduce new PBIS disciplinary practices at RHS
to decrease the racial discipline gap between White and Black students.
PBIS Implementation Phases
The OSEP Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and
Supports (2015) state, “Effective implementation processes are iterative, informing, continuous,
and team-based” (p. 18). Although the number and differentiation of PBIS implementation
phases may vary, the OSEP Center on PBIS provides five stages for the implementation of PBIS:
1. Exploration and Readiness Agreements
2. Installation
3. Initial Implementation
4. Full Implementation
5. Sustainability, Scaling, and Continuous Regeneration
Exploration and Readiness Agreements Phase. This blueprint identifies “exploration
and readiness agreements” as the first phase in the PBIS implementation process. During this
phase, the PBIS leadership team identifies a unified goal for implementation, core elements of
evidence-based practice, and what practices fit into their specific contexts. Three basic
operations document this phase: (a) needs assessments or problem identification, (b)
identification of core elements of evidence-based practice, and (c) consideration of PBIS features
that fit and do not fit the current needs and capacity. In a synthesis of the literature on
implementation research, Fixsen and colleagues (2005) state, “Emphasis is on the assessment of
the potential match between community needs, evidence-based practice and program needs, and
community resources and to decide to proceed (or not)” (p. 15).
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Installation Phase. The next phase of implementation is the "installation" phase. The
installation phase is the most complex phase of implementation. It involves identifying team
roles, data systems for monitoring change, funding streams, developing policy and procedures
for operation and support, and establishing professional development activities. The first two
implementation phases fall solely on the PBIS leadership team, beginning with building four
levels of capacity within a school: funding for the initiative, visibility, political support, and
policy (Horner et al., 2014). Beyond this, the leadership team trains and coaches faculty and staff
members on how to implement PBIS practices in their classroom, evaluates the systems they
have put in place, uses data to make responsible decisions for the future, develops reward
systems and behavioral matrices for consequence descriptions, offers support for teachers and
students implementing PBIS practices, and finds ways to engage families and community
stakeholders (Green et al., 2015; Horner et al., 2014; Leverson et al., 2021; Sugai & Horner,
2006).
Initial Implementation Phase. During the initial implementation phase, the OSEP
Center on PBIS emphasizes the importance of the organization initiating and documenting
implementation with high levels of prompting, monitoring, and implementation feedback by the
leadership team. They state, “The emphasis is on establishing full practice implementation in a
subsection of the larger organization. Change in practice, organization, and functions may be
required with a priority on effectiveness, efficiency, and relevance” (p. 24). The OSEP Center on
PBIS provides two goals of the initial implementation phase (p. 24):
1. The first goal is to show how existing resources can be applied to the implementation of
the practice by real implementers and to document whether accurate use and desired
outcomes are achievable.
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2. The second goal is to minimize risk when full and larger scale implementation occurs.
Full Implementation. The OSEP Center on PBIS describes the full implementation
phase of PBIS as the whole organization having established the capacity to implement PBIS.
They identify two objectives for this phase of implementation (p. 25):
1. The first objective is to demonstrate that school-wide duplication can occur by expanding
accurate implementation of the.
2. The second objective is to demonstrate locally that all roles, responsibilities, functions,
and organizational structures are in place and functioning effectively and efficiently.
Providing access to procedures and outcomes throughout the implementation phases is
important. Through documentation of implementation features, procedures, and outcomes
schools can ensure visibility and make appropriate changes to specific implementation systems
and processes.
Sustainability, Scaling, and Continuous Regeneration. The final implementation phase
involves implementing sustainable practices school-wide and continuously regenerating them
year after year with improvements. The OSEP Center on PBIS states “Sustainable outcomes and
controlled presentation are possible through systems of continuous regeneration if priority is
given to valued student and school outcomes, efficacious evidence-based practices are shown to
be functionally related to these valued outcomes and adapted to the features of the local context,
relevance is demonstrated through continuous self-assessment and evaluation, and fidelity of
practice implementation is maximized” (p. 26). This implementation phase seeks to establish the
internal organizational capacity to sustain and improve PBIS practices and implementation.
McIntosh and colleagues (2009) state, “Sustainability is the durable, long-term
implementation of a practice at a level of fidelity that continues to produce valued outcomes” (p.
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328). Research suggests the gap between implementing an educational innovation and
transforming the innovation into improved student achievement depends on the innovation’s
implementation and planning (Buzhardt et al., 2006; Fixsen et al., 2005). Results from a logistic
regression analysis performed by Coffey and Horner (2012) found educational innovations are
dependent upon support by an administrator who “(a) encourages communication about the core
features of the innovation and (b) uses data to plan and make changes” (p. 407). Critical features
of SWPBIS implementation for sustainability included faculty and staff buy-in,
creation/implementation of a shared vision, administrative support, technical assistance, databased decision making and sharing, evaluation, and continuous regeneration (Coffey & Horner,
2012; Horner et al., 2010; McIntosh et al., 2010; Sugai & Horner, 2006).
Buy-in occurs within an organization when 80% of faculty and staff are on board with the
school’s decision to implement a new innovation. Boyce and colleagues (2002) defined buy-in as
“verbal support for changes in an organization by individuals who are directly affected by these
changes in conjunction with overt non-verbal behavior necessary for changes to take place.” An
essential prerequisite to creating buy-in for any educational innovation is forming a shared vision
to guide implementation efforts. A shared vision engages all stakeholders in dialogue to create an
agreement about the core components of an innovation, implementation fidelity, and the desired
outcomes for the innovation (Coffey & Horner, 2012). Along with creating a shared vision,
short-term gains have also proven to play a critical role in reaching the buy-in of any innovation
(Elias et al., 2003; Han & Weiss, 2005).
Regarding the importance of sustaining innovations at a school, leaders are the most
critical players (Benz et al., 2004). There are ways in which leaders effect an innovation’s
sustainability. For example, administrators impact innovations and their sustainability by helping
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to acquire resources for their implementation, leading professional development opportunities for
existing and new staff, providing clear expectations, and creating systems that promote frequent
feedback for staff regarding implementation fidelity and supports (Coffey & Horner, 2012;
Fullan, 2002). Additionally, the development of leadership teams, such as a school-wide positive
behavior intervention and supports team, can play an essential role in implementing and
sustaining educational innovations. School-based PBIS implementation teams’ function as
school liaisons and are critical for increasing visibility and staff buy-in, sustaining
implementation, and maximizing outcomes (Sugai & Horner, 2006). School-based PBIS teams
are composed of policy and programmatic decision-making responsibilities across various
behavior-related content areas (Sugai & Horner, 2006). In addition, it is essential that school
teams gain representation from students, parents, and outside stakeholders.
Challenges of Implementing PBIS in High Schools
The setting of this dissertation is at the high school level (RHS). In addition to the five
phases of PBIS implementation described above, I will discuss the literature regarding PBIS
implementation specific to high schools. Research suggests it may take longer to implement and
sustain PBIS fidelity in high schools than middle and elementary schools (Flannery et al., 2014;
Freeman et al., 2019; Swain-Bradway et al., 2015). In addition, the majority of literature around
high schools implementing PBIS references specific contextual factors making implementation
more challenging (Bradshaw et al., 2008; Flannery et al., 2014; Flannery & Kato, 2017; Malloy
et al., 2018). These challenges include school size, student developmental level, organizational
culture prioritizing academic growth, implementation of zero-tolerance policies, difficulty
building support of faculty and staff, the organization of high schools by content areas, and
influence of peer group (Bohanon et al., 2009; Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 2004; Flannery et al.,
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2014; Flannery & Kato, 2017; Freeman et al., 2019; Skiba & Raush, 2006). For example,
Flannery and colleagues (2011) found most discipline referrals in the high school setting result
from tardiness, defiance/disrespect, and truancy.
Figure 3 illustrates the contextual influences unique to high schools (Flannery et al.,
2018, p. 6). High schools are generally larger than the elementary and middle schools feeding
into them. Departmentalization in high schools creates complex organizations. The
departmentalization of faculty lends itself to each department creating its own culture. This
creates unique challenges specific to PBIS implementation that may not be present at the
elementary and middle school levels.
Figure 3
High School Implementation of PBIS

Note: Flannery, K. B., Hershfeldt, P., & Freeman J. (2018). Lessons Learned on Implementation of PBIS in High
Schools: Current Trends and Future Directions. Center for Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (funded
by the Office of Special Education Programs, US Department of Education). Eugene, Oregon: University of Oregon
Press. Used with permission from Brigid Flannery and the University of Oregon.

Flannery and colleagues (2018) state “organizational culture is made up of the values,
expectations, attitudes, and beliefs that people hold within an organization” (p. 5). The
complexity of a high school’s organizational culture and its effects on students and teachers can
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impact one’s ability to implement PBIS. In high schools, the organizational culture often impacts
the attitudes and behaviors of the adults and students. One shift at the high school level is the
lack of emphasis on social-emotional focus to more academic (Flannery et al., 2018). Whereas in
elementary and middle schools, teachers often provide content for various subjects, most high
school teachers see themselves as content area expert, and do not feel it is their role to teach noncontent related materials. Lastly, as discussed in Chapter 2, exclusionary discipline approaches
are more prevalent in high schools than elementary and middle schools.
A third contextual variable impacting the ability of high schools to implement PBIS is the
age of high school students. As students get older, they insist on having more input on the
decisions impacting their school day. High school-aged students are also more likely to influence
their peers (Flannery et al., 2018). PBIS Leadership Teams can alleviate the stress student age
places on PBIS implementation by increasing students’ involvement in establishing PBIS
systems and practices.
Though it seems more difficult to implement quality PBIS at the high school level,
research has consistently shown it still positively affects student outcomes. For example,
Bohanon and colleagues (2006) conducted a three-year evaluation study of high school students
in Chicago Public Schools. This study addressed the unique characteristics of an urban high
school setting throughout the implementation of school-wide PBIS. Bohanon and colleagues
(2006) discovered PBIS at the high school level resulted in decreased in- and out-of-school
suspensions, improved behavior and academic outcomes, decreases in teacher burnout and
decreases in disciplinary expulsions. In another study conducted by Freeman and colleagues
(2016) exploring the links between implementation of SWPBIS and academic, attendance, and
behavior outcome measures across a large sample of high schools from 37 states, they found
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positive relationships between SWPBIS implementation and outcomes in behavior and
attendance for high schools that implement with fidelity. Lastly, in a more recent study, Freeman
and colleagues (2019) examined the relations between PBIS implementation fidelity and studentlevel behavior (ODR, suspension), attendance (days absent, tardies), and academic outcomes
(GPA) in a large sample of 12,127 students from 15 high schools implementing PBIS. They
found the schools implementing PBIS with higher fidelity in their sample had fewer absences,
unexcused tardies, ODRs, and suspensions.
Evaluation of PBIS
PBIS uses data collected from various assessment tools to evaluate implementation
fidelity and make effective changes to the systems in place. SWPBIS teams are responsible for
coordinating and leading Tier 1 PBIS initiatives. In addition, SWBIS teams help to implement
SWPBIS practices and systems by navigating appropriate avenues for funding, gaining political
support and visibility throughout the school and community, facilitating professional
development to orient faculty to SWPBIS core systems and practices, and developing an
evaluation plan to measure fidelity (Sugai & Horner, 2006).
Tasks performed by the SWPBIS team rely on assessment data and forming an action
plan that guides ongoing implementation. Research has shown collecting and sharing data can
increase short- and long-term commitment to organizational initiatives (Fullan, 2005).
Additionally, using data to make decisions improves implementation quality and fidelity (Coffey
& Horner, 2012; Sugai & Horner, 2006). For example, consistent and frequent assessment to
monitor implementation fidelity allows SWPBIS teams to decide about discontinuing,
continuing, or adapting current practices (Sugai & Horner, 2006). Collected assessment data
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generate implementation fidelity data, and then the SWPBIS team uses these data to generate an
action plan.
Assessment, data collection/analysis, and action planning form a triad of critical steps
that foster continuous regeneration of any educational innovation. McIntosh and colleagues
(2009) defined continuous regeneration as "the process of (a) iterative monitoring of both
fidelity and outcomes, (b) adaptation and re-adaptation of a practice over time while keeping its
critical features intact, and (c) ongoing investment in implementation and reimplementation" (p.
329). Historically, without systems to ensure the regeneration of any educational innovation,
they are susceptible to an implementation dip (Fullan, 2002). A decrease in implementation
fidelity will lead to a program's inability to maintain increased student achievement and a loss of
interest in the program by those implementing it.
Benefits of PBIS in Schools
Research has shown PBIS has produced positive benefits when implemented with fidelity
at the school level (Bradshaw et al., 2008; Bradshaw et al., 2010; Sugai & Horner, 2020). In
terms of positive behavior outcomes, data reveal PBIS implementation results in a lower
percentage of children receiving office discipline referrals, a decreased rate of overall discipline
referrals, and a significant reduction in suspension rates, both in school and out of school
(Bohanon et al., 2006; Bohanon et al., 2009; Flannery et al., 2009; Horner et al., 2004; Malloy et
al., 2018; Swain-Bradway et al., 2018; Taylor-Greene & Kartub, 2000). PBIS implementation
also increases student attendance, improves academic outcomes, and enhances students’ social,
emotional, and behavioral competence (Bohanon et al., 2009; Flannery et al., 2011; Freeman et
al., 2016; Freeman et al., 2019).
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Not only does PBIS benefit students, but it also provides numerous benefits to teachers
and school culture alike. For example, research has revealed teachers who implement PBIS with
fidelity have shown lower levels of teacher burnout and higher levels of teacher efficacy (Horner
et al., 2014; Ross et al., 2012; Sugai & Horner, 2020; Swain-Bradway et al., 2017). In addition,
using a multilevel regression approach, Ross and colleagues (2012) surveyed 184 teachers across
40 elementary schools and analyzed the results at the individual and school levels. They found
the teachers who profited the most from PBIS implementation were those in schools with the
lowest socioeconomic levels. Lastly, research has shown the implementation of PBIS at the
school level has proven to improve school culture and overall organizational health and create
safer learning and teaching environments for students and teachers (Bohanon et al., 2006;
Bradshaw et al., 2008; Childs et al., 2015; Garbacz, 2018; Leverson et al., 2021; Sugai & Horner,
2020).
Figure 4 provides a visual of the positive impacts of PBIS on school-wide outcomes. By
conducting the literature review, I found research on the following positive effects of PBIS
implementation in schools.
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Figure 4
Positive Impact of PBIS on Student Outcomes

Transformational Leadership
Though James MacGregor Burns (1978) coined the term transformational leadership,
other scholars attempted to articulate their descriptions and frameworks of this leadership style
throughout history. Table 10 outlines the history of transformational leadership, prominent
scholars who contributed to this leadership style, and the frameworks these individuals
developed to explain transformational leadership. Additionally, the importance of considering
the individual and how they affect the whole group resonates across the transformational
leadership theories. Lastly, most scholars in the table below found transformational leaders
engaged their followers intellectually by providing a challenge relevant to the cause and
developed their competence in the area to bring about change.

82

Table 10
Comparing Historical Theories of Transformational Leadership to Bass’ Four Key Concepts
Bass (1985)

Burns (1978)

Idealized Influence
(charisma)

“Moral, in that is
raises the level of
human conduct and
ethical aspiration of
both leader and led,
and thus it has a
transforming effect
on both” (Burns,
1978, p. 20).

Inspirational
Motivation

Inspiring a shared
vision
Modeling the way

“Creates significant
change in the lives
of people and
organizations”
(Burns, 1978, p. 1).

Podsakoff et al.
(1990)
Articulating a vison

Bennis and Nanus
(1997)
Presenting a clear
vision of the future

Providing an
appropriate model
Fostering
acceptance of group
goals

“Leaders and
followers help each
other to advance to
a higher level of
morale and
motivation” (Burns,
1978, p. 1).

Intellectual
Stimulation

Individual
Consideration

Kouzes and Posner
(1987)

Expecting high
performance

Shaping the
understanding of
followers into
shared meanings

Challenging the
process to achieve
change

Generating
intellectual
stimulation

Developing the
followers’
competence

Enabling others to
act

Giving
individualized
support

Generating
followers’ trust in a
leader

Encouraging the
heart through
recognition and
celebration

Throughout this improvement science dissertation, I concentrated on applying the key
concepts of transformational leadership as identified by Bernard Bass (1985). The four key
concepts Bass (1985) identified as components of transformational leadership were Idealized
Influence, Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, and Individualized
Consideration. Bass and Riggio (2006) define idealized influence as a leader’s ability to behave
in ways allowing them to serve as role models for their followers (p. 6). As a result, their
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followers respect and trust these leaders because they have modeled excellence and commitment
to their work.
Bass and Riggio (2006) define transformational leaders as “individuals motivate and
inspire their constituents by providing meaning and challenge to their followers’ work” (p. 6).
Leaders who model inspirational motivation display enthusiasm and optimism. One key element
of practicing inspirational motivation is acknowledging and articulating high expectations for
their followers. Bass and Avolio (1993) describe leaders who demonstrate a combination of
idealized influence and inspirational motivation as charismatic-inspirational leaders.
Bass and Riggio (2006) describe intellectual stimulation as leaders who “stimulate their
followers’ efforts to be innovative and creative by questioning assumptions, reframing problems,
and approaching old situations in new ways” (p. 7). In other words, transformational leaders who
practice intellectual stimulation encourage followers to think creatively and outside the box for
solutions to complex problems. An important aspect of practicing intellectual stimulation and
allowing followers to be creative is leaders must not criticize followers’ ideas when they are
different from their own.
Lastly, Bass and Riggio (2006) describe transformational leaders who practice
individualized consideration as attuned with individual followers’ needs, aspirations, and areas
for growth. By being aware of an individualized need, a leader can create a personalized culture
of growth, creating learning opportunities and a supportive climate. Leaders practicing
individualized consideration also accept individual differences, listen effectively, and welcome a
two-way communication exchange between themselves and their followers.
Moolenaar and colleagues (2010) investigated the relationships between school
principals’ positions in their schools’ social networks combined with transformational leadership
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and schools’ innovative climate. They found transformational leadership was positively
associated with schools’ innovative climates. Additionally, work-related closeness centrality
mediated the relationship between transformational leadership and an innovative climate. Jiang
and Chen (2018) also discovered that when teams use integration mechanisms, such as mediation
processes, transformational leadership effectively enhanced collective team innovation.
In a statewide study examining the relationships between principal managerial,
instructional, and transformational leadership and student achievement in public high schools,
Valentine and Prater (2011) discovered the principal’s ability to identify a vision and provide an
appropriate model had the greatest relationship to student and teacher achievement. Hauserman
and Stick (2013) performed a study of 77 schools in Alberta, Canada, examining teacher
perceptions of transformational leadership qualities among principals. The study revealed
teachers strongly preferred behaviors aligned with transformational leadership. In another study
by Smith and Bell (2011), they studied the leadership approaches adopted by a local authority’s
headteachers in an area of extreme social deprivation in northern England. They discovered
transformational leadership was far more effective in bringing about change and facilitating
successful school development.
Transformational leadership successfully helps leaders identify and articulate a shared
vision, increases one’s ability to bring about successful school development, fosters innovative
climates and change within schools, and improves a team’s innovative performance. Not only
has transformational leadership proven to be an effective leadership model for change in schools,
but it is the preferred method of leadership among teachers.
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Improvement Science
Hinnant-Crawford (2020) defines improvement science as “a methodological framework
that is undergirded by foundational principles guiding scholar-practitioners to define problems,
understand how the system produces the problems, identify changes to rectify the problems, test
the efficacy of those changes, and spread the changes (if the change is indeed an improvement)”
(p. 216). Improvement science focuses on high-leverage problems and the systems surrounding
those problems (Perry et al., 2020). The sections below will explain the six principles of
improvement science and how scholar-practitioners use them to improve complex issues within
an educational context.
The Six Improvement Science Guiding Principles
Implementation of improvement science centers on being a cyclical process involving (a)
the implementation of interventions in a particular context, (b) collection of data to evaluate the
impact of the interventions, (c) making changes to interventions based on analysis of intervention
results, (d) and the initiation of a reimplementation phase. By forming an intervention tested and
refined based on evidence from its implementation, cycles of design and redesign take place over
time. Bryk and colleagues (2017) defined improvement science as:
Improvement science deploys rapid tests of change to guide the development, revision,
and continued fine-tuning of new tools, processes, work roles, and relationships. The
approach accelerates learning-by-doing. As iterative cycles of change proceed, previously
invisible problems often emerge, and improvement activities may need to tack off in
some new directions (p. 8).
Improvement science hinges on six unique principles offering scholarly practitioners the
ability to use inquiry as a tool to improve problems of practice (Perry et al., 2020). Throughout

86

this dissertation in practice, I will use the first five improvement science principles to help guide
my work:
1. Make the work problem-specific and user-centered.
2. Focus on variation in performance.
3. See the system that produces the current outcomes.
4. We cannot improve at scale what we cannot measure.
5. Use disciplined inquiry to drive improvement.
The last improvement science principle, accelerating improvements through networked
communities, was not throughout this research. Networked improvement communities
collaborate within a system to accelerate the development, testing, and refinement of
interventions and their effective integration into practice across varied educational contexts
(LeMahieu, 2015). This work did not research the integration of practices across various
educational contexts, so I did not use this principle throughout this dissertation.
Making the Work Problem-Specific and User-Centered. The first principle of
improvement science, as outlined by Bryk and colleagues (2017), is the art of “Making the Work
Problem-Specific and User-Centered” (p. 12). Improvement research should be context-specific
and examined in detail from the user’s point of view. The initial goal of improvement science is
to identify a problem and then approach it from the user’s perspective. Hinnant-Crawford (2020)
proclaims that defining problems inadequately can lead to ineffective solutions. Bryk and
colleagues (2015) call this improper naming of problems “solutionitis.” To avoid solutionitis,
Hinnant-Crawford (2020) suggests going through a series of systematic steps to identify the
problem.
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In tandem with systematically identifying a problem of practice, improvement science
research requires scholar-practitioners to be user-centered. Hinnant-Crawford (2020) states,
“Being user-centered and problem-specific is how we go about naming problems of practice” (p.
45). She goes on to proclaim, “you cannot see the closest to the problem as the problem.” Bryk
and colleagues (2017) defined user-centered as, “respecting the people who do the work by
seeking to understand the problems they confront.” It is important to recognize what the user
brings to the table and appreciate their contributions (Hinnant-Crawford, 2020).
Focus on Variation in Performance. The second principle of improvement science
Bryk and colleagues (2017) identified was the need to “focus on variation in performance” (p.
35). Every context is different and unique; therefore, it is predictable that what works in one
setting may not work to the same degree in another. This highlights the importance of developing
standard work processes reducing the stress and cognitive overload associated with carrying out
complex tasks (Bryk et al., 2017, p. 48). Standard work processes are practices developed over
time that use the most efficient method to produce the desired result at a balanced and
reproducible rate.
See the System That Produces the Current Outcomes. Bryk and colleagues (2017)
described the third improvement science principle requires researchers and improvement teams
to see the outcomes of the current system. In other words, what systems already in place led to
the emergence of the problem we are attempting to change? Before seeking to resolve this
problem of practice, Bryk and colleagues (2017) suggested that to answer this third principle,
one should conduct a causal analysis. The first step in the causal analysis process was analyzing
the root causes of the problem (Bryk et al., 2017, p. 66).
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A systems improvement map is one tool used to identify the systems organized in an
institution to carry out work in a particular area (“Create A System Improvement Map,” n.d.).
Bryk et al. (2017) defined a system improvement map as an “essential organizational features
that are most likely to manifest themselves as improvement work proceeds” (p. 72). System
improvement maps are composed of five subsystems, which include the following:


Instructional Core Subsystem: Instructional systems include those things affecting
students in their academic endeavors, such as courses, programs of study, and
instruction.



Human Resource Subsystem: Human resource systems are those systems providing
adequate resources for the staff members so they can teach and support the instructional
core.



Information Infrastructure: Information infrastructure systems involve data collection and
analysis methods used to inform the decision-making process.



Student-Support Subsystem: Student support systems are those practices in place to
ensure a student’s academic, social-behavioral, and psychological success.



Governance Subsystem: Governance systems are foundational systems affecting the
implementation or creation of the other systems.
We Cannot Improve at Scale What We Cannot Measure. The fourth principle Bryk

and colleagues (2017) outlined for conducting improvement science research was implementing
an intervention that one could measure so its effectiveness, or lack thereof, could be determined.
Delineating the difference between measurement for improvement, research, and accountability
is essential. The goal of measurement for research (scientific research) is to create general
theories applicable to a wide range of human conditions (Bryk et al., 2017, p. 99). The process of
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measurement for research involves assessing small variations of the same concept to reduce
measurement error and increase the likelihood of testing true relationships of interest among
latent variables (Bryk et al., 2017; Crow et al., 2019, p. 69). Measurement of research also seeks
to document every feature of human psychology or social structures affecting how people may
behave or think using psychometrics (Bryk et al., 2017; Crow et al., 2019).
Measurement for improvement, also known as practical measurement, guides action in a
specific context by examining a smaller number of impactful concepts (Bryk et al., 2017). Crow
et al. (2019) state “practical measures are context-specific and embeddable into daily work
routines” (p. 70). Measurement embedded in regular teaching and learning is the distinguishing
feature of improvement science. Researchers collect and use data routinely to inform decisions
regarding the effectiveness of the intervention implemented to improve the problem of practice.
Measurement for improvement also requires both clinical knowledge of educators combined
with empirically sound insights from academic research (Bryk et al., 2017). The significant
difference between measurement for improvement and measurement for research is the
specificity needed to guide the practice of improvement. Improvement science research requires
much greater precision than a goal for academic research, which seeks to create general theories
applicable to a wide range of contexts.
Lastly, measurement for accountability refers to data being “collected after the end of
some cycle (quarters, semesters, and years), meaning the people affected by a problematic set of
procedures have already been harmed; [and] the causes that generated these results are often
opaque and not tied to specific practices delivered at a specific time” (Crow et al., 2019, p. 70;
Yeager et al., 2014, p. 9). The most common type of measurement for accountability would be
high-stakes testing. Though measurement for accountability applies to some aspects of the
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educational setting, it does not have a place in improvement science “because it assesses
outcomes—when it is too late to do anything to change the outcome” (Crow et al., 2019, p. 70).
Crow et al. (2019) suggests considering four questions when trying to make sense of practical
measurement in terms of specific improvement science research:


Did it work?



Is it working?



How is it working?



Is it working as intended?
These four questions represent measures acting as metrics for my improvement science

dissertation. The first of those measures, called outcomes measures, seeks to answer, “Did it
work?” Outcome measures assess the aim of an improvement initiative. Bryk et al. (2017) state
the purpose of outcome measures is to “operationalize the aim statement in the driver diagram by
providing a way of assessing whether progress is being made on the specific problem to be
solved” (p. 103).
Primary driver measures address the second question, “Is it working?” These measures
assess changes of intermediaries falling between the actual change and the outcome. Crow et al.
(2019) state, “Primary drivers are the components that when put in place, will logically lead to
the goal being achieved” (p. 50). On the other hand, secondary drivers are initiatives causing the
primary drivers to occur (Crow et al., 2019, p. 52). When primary drivers cannot directly change
efforts by themselves, secondary drivers further specify a set of sub-hypotheses to activate each
primary driver (Bryk et al., 2017, p. 76).
Process measures answer the question, “How is it working?” Crow et al. (2019) stated the
following regarding process measures: “a leader identifies a change that he or she believes will
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lead to improvement, the process measure(s) helps determine if the change is being implemented
as intended” (p. 107). These measures provide a formative assessment of any intervention, which
allows the researcher to determine if what he/she is implementing is working. If the leader’s
change initiative fails, it could result from a lack of implementation fidelity, not the actual
intervention.
Balancing measures seek to answer the question, “Is it working as intended?” These
measures attempt to determine the unintended consequences of a change. They “help improvers
keep an eye on the other parts of the system that are not currently the target of improvement but
may be affected by the changes being pursued” (Carnegie Foundation, 2021, Learning to
Improve Glossary). Balancing measures quantify other system parts and may appear to be
completely unrelated to the outcome in question (Crow et al., 2019, p. 80). These measures act as
controls in traditional scientific research. Researchers must observe these measures and ensure
they remain constant in order to determine the true success of an intervention.
Use Disciplined Inquiry to Drive Improvement. The fifth and final improvement
science principle I used to help drive my work throughout this improvement science dissertation
in practice was the use of disciplined inquiry to drive the improvement process. This principle
summarizes the aim and scope of the improvement science process. Bryk and colleagues (2017)
state, “Improvement typically entails a sequence of inquiries, where the results from each test of
change offer guidance for the next test” (p. 16). The same authors noted that adaptive integration
is a standard aspect of improvement science research. Adaptive integration is the process of how
to move a successful intervention in one context out into more diverse settings across new
conditions. Adaptive integration creates new improvement science cycles and further increases
the knowledge of a problem of practice.
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Accelerate Learning Through Networked Improvement Communities (NIC). The
sixth and final improvement science principle Bryk and colleagues (2017) discussed in their
work is accelerating learning through networked improvement communities. Bryk and his team
(2017) stated, “Membership in a Networked Improvement Community (NIC) means placing
priority on solving a problem together, rather than pursuing a theoretical predication,
methodological orientation, or personal belief” (p. 17).
These communities rely on different levels of participation from different contexts. Three
interrelated levels of learning characterize networked improvement communities (Engelbart,
1992), level-A (front-line workers), level-B (across individuals within a workplace), and level-C
(across institutions). For example, an NIC might involve my school-level PBIS team (level-A
learning) working closely with other schools inside and outside our district (level-B learning).
Additionally, an NIC may collaborate across institutions, perhaps working to garner support and
advocacy from individual colleges (level-C learning).
Theoretical Framework
Improvement science combined with transformational leadership theory provides the
foundational theoretical framework for this study. The goal of this dissertation in practice is to
use these two unique concepts to form my theoretical framework effective in implementing
SWPBIS with fidelity to decrease the racial discipline gap between Black male students and their
White male classmates. Lemire and colleagues (2017) state, “Improvement science is about
developing, testing, implementing, and spreading change informed by subject matter experts…
improvement science is situated somewhere between change management and research” (p. 25).
SWPBIS also improves various aspects of school discipline, which I discussed above in the
literature review. Using what we already know from SWPBIS literature and research,
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improvement science served as the model to implement SWPBIS at RHS with fidelity. Table 11
illustrates the use of improvement science principles discussed above in the literature review and
how they guided the implementation of SWPBIS throughout this dissertation in practice.
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Table 11
Improvement Science Principles and How I Used Them to Guide This Dissertation
Improvement Science Principles
Making The Work Problem-Specific and User
Centered

Steps Used to Guide Research





See The System That Produces the Current Outcomes






Examined previous data to define a problem of
practice
Identified problem of practice (racial disparities in
discipline)
Seek to understand root causes and make work
user-centered by interviewing and surveying
teachers (Root Causes Analysis – Chapter 2)
Identify how the problem of practice effects the
students at RHS (Chapter 3)
Created a fishbone diagram to explore the
potential root causes of discipline
disproportionality at RHS
Created a systems improvement map – Whereas a
fishbone diagram facilitates brainstorming, the
systems improvement map represents what we
learn through discussions and how to organize an
institution to carry out work in a particular area
(Bryk et al., 2017).
Created a working Theory of Improvement to
guide my interventions

We Cannot Improve at Scale What We Cannot
Measure



Identified the process measures, balancing
measures, and outcomes measures that I would use
to inform my work throughout the intervention
cycles and help determine whether or not the
improvement science model was useful in
implementing SWPBIS.

Discipline Inquiry to Drive Improvement



Used an iterative process to focus on improving
my problem of practice (racial disparities in
discipline)
Implemented intervention cycles that followed the
PDSA model to guide learning and improvement
Deployed rapid tests of change by implementing
SWPBIS using a working theory of improvement
Collected and analyzed data from each cycle of
improvement using process, balancing, and
outcome measures.
Based on the data, the SWPBIS team made
changes to the SWPBIS implementation process
and reimplemented this intervention in cycle two.






95

In addition to improvement science, the principles of transformational leadership theory
will focus on the SWPBIS team when implementing SWPBIS. Though Bernard Bass (1985) did
not coin the term “transformational leadership,” his influence and contributions to the field were
significant. His ideas and the framework he developed to outline the key concepts of
transformational leadership guided my work as I sought to lead a team of individuals through the
implementation of SWPBIS using improvement science. Table 12 outlines each key concept
identified in Bass’ transformational leadership model. Additionally, I defined each key element,
and how I applied the concept throughout this dissertation is discussed concerning the
implementation of SWPBIS.
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Table 12
Bass’ Model of Transformational Leadership and How It Served to Guide SWPBIS Implementation
Key Concept

Idealized
Influence

Inspirational
Motivation

Intellectual
Stimulation

Definition

Concept Application

Individualized influence is a
leader’s ability to serve as a
role model for their followers
(McManus et al., 2018).

-

Inspirational motivation is a
leader’s ability to express high
expectations of followers,
instilling in others a desire to
exert greater efforts, and giving
them meaning to work that
seeks higher goals or standards
(McManus et al., 2018).

-

Intellectual stimulation requires
leaders to stimulate their
followers by challenging them
to enhance creativity and
innovation (Bass, 1985).

-

-

-

-

Individual
Consideration

Individualized consideration
reflects the time, thought, and
genuine concern for the needs
and feelings of their followers
(Bass, 1985).

-
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I modeled the importance of SWPBIS and our
school’s commitment to this work by becoming our
PBIS coach.
I scheduled and attended SWPBIS team training with
the rest of our school’s PBIS team to model the
importance of the group’s work.
I clearly defined PBIS team expectations during our
initial PBIS team training in terms of quality of work
and dedication to the task.
I shared data with the team around disproportionality
to create a common sense of urgency.
I developed a shared organizational belief with the
SWPBIS Team built on the importance of decreasing
discipline disproportionality.
I scheduled, attended, and helped facilitate initial
SWPBIS team training with the help of Midwest PBIS
and our district’s behavior coach.
I divided the work into different areas and distributed
leadership.
I tasked group members to work on areas that were of
greatest interest to them.
I challenged group members to be creative and
innovative when designing deliverables.
I asked the team, faculty, and staff to complete checkin surveys every three weeks.
I helped the SWPBIS Team embed a teacher incentive
program into our PBIS acknowledgement matrix.
I tasked the SWPBIS Team with the creation of Food
Truck Fridays for teachers.
I ensured that when students nominated teachers for
the Golden Dragon award that they received rewards.

Intervention Design
I developed my intervention using SWPBIS Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI) components.
Though I used these components as the generic blueprint for what SWPBIS should look like in
schools, improvement science was the model used for implementing these components. Figure 5
illustrates the intervention plan for the implementation of SWPBIS at RHS.
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Figure 5
SWPBIS Intervention Plan – RHS 2020-2021

Note: I developed the above implementation plan using Midwest PBIS Network’s Tier 1 Implementation Guide by
way of the National Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions & Supports, which the US
Department of Education, the Office of Special Education Programs, and the Office of Elementary and Secondary
Education developed.

After creating an intervention plan for the implementation of SWPBIS at RHS, I
developed different improvement science tools and used them to determine the systems
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producing the current outcomes, assess the intervention's implementation, and facilitate the
disciplined inquiry process throughout intervention cycles. To analyze the systems within RHS
that are essential organizational features most likely to manifest themselves as improvement
work proceeds, I created the systems improvement map depicted in Figure 6.
Figure 6
Systems Improvement Map

After determining the systems affecting the implementation of SWPBIS at RHS, I created
a driver diagram and organized the various changes I was trying to bring about at RHS. The
driver diagram depicted in Figure 7 illustrates my theory of improvement. It contained my
desired outcomes, key parts of the system influencing my desired outcomes, and possible
changes potentially yielding desirable results (Hinnant-Crawford, 2020). The driver diagram
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pictured below aimed to implement SWPBIS at RHS with fidelity and sustainability. Primary
drivers were high-impact changes that must occur to accomplish the aim. Secondary drivers
provided opportunities within the systems where changes can occur, but unlike primary drivers,
they were not necessarily high-impact and were not as vital as primary drivers to the success of
my intervention. The process measures in my driver diagram helped me determine if the
processes used for implementing SWPBIS were effective. Balancing measures were important
throughout my research because they helped me monitor other parts of the system that were not
targets of improvement. However, these measures potentially affected the implementation of
SWPBIS. Lastly, outcomes measures helped determine the overall success of the entire
intervention.
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Figure 7
Driver Diagram

After developing my driver diagram and identifying the systems that might affect change
within RHS, I created a theory of improvement laying out the change I was going to introduce,
why I was introducing it and the intended outcome of the intervention. My theory of
improvement was a testable prediction of the planned intervention and necessary drivers to
achieve the desired outcomes (Bennett & Provost, 2015). Figure 8 illustrates my working theory
of improvement for this improvement science dissertation.
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Figure 8
Theory of Improvement for Intervention 1
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After developing the improvement science tools above, the final improvement science
tool I created to help guide the implementation of SWPBIS at RHS was a PDSA cycle. HinnantCrawford (2020) states, “The foundation of the continuous improvement process is developing a
theory, testing theory, and then revising theory based on the results of those tests” (p. 153).
However, unlike traditional scientific research, improvement science focuses on a localized
theory that is context-specific, unique to a specific system, and closely focuses on how to
improve the system’s outcomes (Hinnant-Crawford, 2020). The premise behind improvement
science is the implementation of iterative cycles of improvement to foster such change, as
mentioned above. To promote such a change in these systems, improvement science uses PDSA
cycles.
PDSA, or Plan-Do-Study-Act cycles of improvement, can determine the aim or narrow
the focus on a particular problem. These cycles also help plan improvement science interventions
and assess the impact of a change. Taylor and colleagues (2017) define five features of the
PDSA framework as iterative cycles, a prediction-based test of change, small-scale testing, use
of data over time, and documentation. I used PDSA cycles to plan and guide my first
improvement science intervention. Figure 9 illustrates the PDSA cycle used for the first cycle of
my dissertation. Each of the five features listed above was satisfied within the PDSA cycle,
helped narrow the focus of my intervention, and provided a framework for implementing
improvement science research at RHS.
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Figure 9
PDSA Cycle for Intervention 1

Note: Image amended from Figure 5.3 of Bryk’s book Learning to Improve (Bryk et al., 2017, p. 122).

I explained each improvement cycle in greater detail below; however, during Step 1 of
the PDSA cycle in Figure 9, data were used from my problem roots mini study to plan and
narrow the focus for this dissertation. Step 2 of the PDSA cycle revolved around implementing
SWPBIS with fidelity by providing team professional development, teaching school-wide
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expectations, and monitoring implementation and school-wide behavior data using SWIS. The
PDSA cycle Step 3 helped arrange the assessment plans for the first intervention, while Step 4 of
the plan involved data collection from step three and analysis of these data to make changes and
reimplement these changes in the second improvement science cycle.
TFI Components
In conjunction with the improvement science tools above that initiated and facilitated the
implementation of SWPBIS at RHS, I then used the TFI components to guide the actual
implementation of such an intervention. Figure 9 outlines the components of SWPBIS Roll-Out
concerning the Tiered Fidelity Inventory. The Center on PBIS developed this inventory for
school teams to follow when implementing SWPBIS. These components and the cycle below
guided SWPBIS implementation at RHS.
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Figure 10
Roll-out of SWPBIS Components

Note: Adapted from Midwest PBIS regional assistance center – Tier 1 Components – defined by using the Tiered
Fidelity Inventory, which acts as a PBIS implementation assessment tool.

MWPBIS, by way of the Center for Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports,
relies on the TFI to assess the implementation fidelity of PBIS in individual schools. School
teams complete the TFI assessment at least once per year by an administrator or PBIS coach.
This assessment provides a detailed analysis of the systems and their implementation fidelity
within PBIS. The TFI comprises sections for Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 teams; however, for this
dissertation, my intervention solely relates to Tier 1 practices, otherwise known as universal
SWPBIS features. The TFI for SWPBIS is composed of fifteen features (Figure 10).
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My team and I completed an initial TFI (see Appendix 6) during the first-team training
on June 22 and 23, 2021. The district PBIS coach assisted me in facilitating this meeting. A
perfect score on the TFI – Tier 1 is a 30/30. The initial TFI rating was a 2/30, equating to 7%
compliance. By comparison, using the 2020-2021 Recognition of Fidelity Standards for PBIS, a
school’s TFI must be above 70% compliance to earn bronze recognition. For silver and gold
recognition, a school’s TFI must be above 80% and 90% compliance, respectively, for SWPBIS.
Following the initial TFI, we came together and formed an action plan, which we finished on
July 15, 2021 (Appendix 7). This action plan addressed the TFI scores and started the
implementation cycle of SWPBIS. The following sections address the individual TFI core
features and the systems the team created to address each feature.
Team Composition. Appendix 5 highlights the individuals and their roles on RHS’s
PBIS leadership team. Team members had expertise in applied behavioral coaching, general
coaching, student academic and behavior patterns knowledge, and knowledge about the school’s
operations across grade levels and programs. Leverson and colleagues (2021) stated, “School
SWPBIS leadership teams not only include stakeholders as team members, but also actively
elicit ownership, voice, and broad representation of their families and communities, especially
underserved families and cultures” (p. 7). We established student and parent participation on the
SWPBIS team by asking them to attend meetings to help find solutions to complex problems we
were facing. We also invited students from each grade level and representative demographics to
join PBIS meetings monthly.
Team Operating Procedures. After establishing a leadership team, we underwent
specific professional development to build trust, group cohesion, and a vision for the PBIS
system. The district’s PBIS Coordinator and Director of Interventions facilitated professional
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development for Ridgewood’s SWPBIS team on June 22nd and 23rd. During this training, the
SWPBIS team developed the knowledge and skills necessary to cultivate and implement quality
SWPBIS. As the administrator, I took the initiative to select the team members myself.
Newcomer and Barret (2009) described a strong PBIS team as being:
Comprised of people with a shared vision, common values, and those who recognize the
importance of the adoption and sustained implementation of SWPBIS. A strong team
requires active recruitment of highly regarded and motivated staff members who are
committed to the functioning of the school and who are willing to invest in the work, and
then invest in the team through consistent interaction to develop the leadership skills that
emerge in team members (p. 32).
As a team, we discussed and decided who would serve individual team roles based on
team-member interest. In addition, we learned to implement the Team-Initiated Problem Solving
(TIPS) method for recording meeting minutes. All meeting minutes are in Appendix 8. Because
this training occurred online due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the interactions were difficult;
however, using Zoom breakout rooms allowed us to collaborate and agree on team roles. After
identifying roles for implementation of PBIS, we learned how to complete the TIPS II meeting
guide. This guide included monthly meeting agendas, minutes, defined roles, goals/timelines,
systems overview, and fidelity and outcome data. This problem-solving method helped keep the
conversation focused on problem-solving. The Team Initiated Problem Solving (TIPS) method
aligned explicitly with Flannery and colleagues (2013) description of SWPBIS school leadership
teams:
SWPBS leadership teams are responsible for overseeing and supporting implementation
of a multi-tiered array of evidence-based practices and the implementation of student data
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collection and progress monitoring. Specifically, the SWPBS school leadership team is
charged with overseeing the collection and analysis of data to document changes and
identify problems, establishing a continuum of evidence-based student supports, and
maintaining staff and student commitment through ongoing communication (p. 3).
The roles and responsibilities of the SWPBIS leadership team were vital to implementing
quality SWPBIS systems. It was important to remember the group used ongoing data collection
and analysis to make informed decisions.
Behavioral Expectations. For PBIS to be effective, a school must identify, teach, and
model-specific behavior expectations (Malloy et al., 2018). The Tiered Fidelity Inventory tasks
schools with creating five or fewer positively stated behavioral expectations and examples by
setting/location for student and staff behaviors. The creation of school-wide behavior
expectations promotes a positive school climate where all students have the same opportunities
(Malloy et al., 2018). Not only does a school-wide set of behavior expectations positively impact
school culture, but it also provides staff with a foundation on which to address student behavior.
In addition, the use of school-wide expectations fosters a sense of consistency between staff and
students. It also presents a cohesive approach to providing a positive school climate and a
consistently implemented consequence system while the administration and PBIS team collect
and analyze behavior data regularly as part of a data-based, problem-solving approach to reduce
discipline incidents and improve school climate (McDaniel et al., 2017, p. 35). During
professional development/initial PBIS team training, the SWPBIS team at RHS developed four
positively stated behavior expectations. Figure 11 illustrates these expectations.
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Figure 11
RHS’s Behavioral Expectations

Note: RHS’s SWPBIS team, in collaboration with the administration, created the behavior expectations listed above.

After the SWPBIS team and administration determined a school-wide set of behavior
expectations, we turned toward school-wide implementation of these expectations. Based on
suggestions gathered from resources found on the Midwest PBIS website, we determined the
best way for teachers and students to learn and implement these expectations was to create a
school-wide teaching matrix (Appendix 9) and a generic classroom teaching matrix (Appendix
10) for individual teachers to complete and post in their rooms (Ennis et al., 2018; Muscott et al.,
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2008; Garbacz, 2018). Each matrix included the school-wide behavior expectations in the lefthand column, while locations or settings appeared in the top row of the matrix. The columns
displayed the expected behaviors for each location or setting based on each school-wide
behavioral expectation. The only difference between the two matrices was the school-wide
matrix listed expectations for locations such as the hallways, cafeteria, and restrooms, while the
teaching matrix was specific to each teacher, though each teacher worked off the same set of
expectations.
Teaching Expectations. PBIS is about more than just defining school-wide behavior
expectations. To ensure consistency among teachers and within the school, teachers are
responsible for teaching and modeling school-wide and classroom behavior expectations. Lewis
(2009) stated, “clearly defining what is expected of students within and across school settings,
teaching students to ensure mastery of those expectations, and acknowledging incremental
improvements along the way, are hallmarks of School-wide Positive Behavior Support
(SWPBS)” (p. 59). To meet fidelity for TFI Feature 1.3: Behavioral Expectations, the SWPBIS
team created videos explaining behavioral expectations and procedures for students at RHS.
Our SWPBIS team created a plan for teaching desired behaviors (Appendix 11). This
plan provided teachers with categories for teaching expectations and how and when they should
teach the expectations and procedures. Most notably, teachers retaught expectations and desired
behaviors after extended breaks. Therefore, students received this information at the beginning of
school, after fall, winter, and spring break. The SWPBIS team created videos for students to
watch explaining the school-wide expectations and procedures. Additionally, teaches explained
their classroom procedures to their students. After watching these videos and listening to their
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teachers explain their classroom expectations, students should understand school and classroom
behavioral expectations.
Problem Behavior Definitions, Discipline Policies, and Classroom Procedures.
There was some confusion among teachers and staff members at RHS, as identified by
the Problem Roots Mini study in Chapter 2, stemming from the lack of consistency and clarity in
problem behavior definitions, discipline policies, and classroom procedures. Much of this
confusion created inconsistency when inputting behavior data into Infinite Campus and Schoolwide Information System Suite (SWIS Suite). Not only were quality and consistent data entry
procedures important for school teams, such as our SWPBIS team, but more importantly, the
state used Infinite Campus to calculate suspensions and other behavior outcomes, which could
have affected funding.
One source of confusion among teachers and staff members was the inconsistency
between the offenses listed on RHS’s behavior matrix (minor referrals) and those listed on the
district’s behavior matrix (major referrals). The confusion revolved around the school’s matrix
not aligning with the behavioral offenses listed by Infinite Campus or SWIS. Teachers at RHS
used a Google Form to complete ODRs. After submission of an ODR, the grade-level
administrator would receive it. When a teacher completed an ODR using the Google Form, and
the offenses did not match those of Infinite Campus and SWIS, inconsistencies surfaced.
Because of this mismatch, students who received ODRs for the same offense could potentially
receive two different punishments for the same misbehavior per Infinite Campus and SWIS.
Our SWPBIS 1 team explicitly defined behaviors in correlation with our minor and major
behavior matrices to alleviate any confusion. Midwest PBIS and the Center for Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports maintained that schools should create clear definitions for
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behaviors interfering with academic and social success and include a straightforward policy
procedure (flowchart) for addressing office-managed versus staff-managed problems. Therefore,
we defined problem behaviors in clear, observable, measurable terms (Batsche et al., 2008;
Upah, 2008). To begin this process, we created a T-Chart in which the left-hand column heading
read “minor behaviors” and the right-hand column heading read “major behaviors.” The district
provided us with our major behavior matrix; however, the behaviors were the same when
comparing the school’s minor behavior matrix with the district’s major behavior matrix. The
difference was in the severity of the offense. For example, defiance was a minor offense when
students refused to complete work or participate in class; however, defiance could also be a
major discipline offense if the student refused to comply with a teacher’s request and began
cursing the teacher out of anger. Therefore, after we placed the minor and major behavior
offenses in their respective categories on the T-Chart, we defined these behaviors in a clear,
observable, and measurable way. We also provided examples and non-examples for each
behavior to provide even more clarity for a teacher when they were deciding to refer a student
for a discipline offense. Appendix 12 displays the entire T-Chart.
After clearly defining and explaining what specific minor and major referrals looked like
in different settings across the school, the SWPBIS team developed a discipline process
flowchart (located in Appendix 13) based on research conducted by Feuerborn and colleagues
(2016). Feuerborn and colleagues (2016) conducted a study using thematic analysis to analyze
open-ended concern statements and statements of need from teachers from 19 middle and high
schools. They sought to understand better the needs and concerns related to middle and high
school teachers regarding SWPBIS. They found “Teachers expressed a general need for
consistent implementation of the school-wide plan, including consistency in addressing
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behavioral violations and providing reinforcement for expected behaviors” (Feuerborn et al., p.
7).
By creating a discipline process flowchart, students and teachers could expect more
consistency in terms of discipline offense definitions, classroom-managed discipline among
teachers, and overall discipline procedures and punishments. The formation of a discipline
process flowchart not only alleviated pressure on teachers because of consistency school-wide,
but it also created common normal behavior expectations for students to follow school-wide. In
their research examining the adoption and implementation of PBIS in 31 high schools, Bradshaw
et al. (2015) found that, “Schools create an agreed upon system to respond to behavioral
violations. Staff and administrators agree on what constitutes classroom managed discipline
problems, and students across all classrooms receive consistent consequences for disciplinary
infractions” (p. 3).
Staff used the discipline process flowchart as a continuum of responses for discouraging
inappropriate behavior. The first component of the flowchart listed strategies for teachers to
implement in their classrooms to encourage appropriate behaviors and build relationships. If
these strategies failed and an inappropriate behavior continued, the flowchart takes two
directions: the inappropriate behavior was minor, or the behavior infraction committed was a
major offense. If the behavior was a minor violation, then the flowchart listed strategies to help
the teacher manage this offense in the classroom. This flowchart path then provided specific and
contingent error correction steps and available supports for problem-solving, such as Tier 2,
family, grade-level teams, department teams, and the school liaison. If the student’s behavior
offense was a major violation, teachers followed the flowchart leading them to the office
discipline referral process. This process explicitly stated what teachers should do immediately
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following a major behavior infraction and administrative actions for the offense. Every flowchart
level included steps for restoring relationships based on improved student behaviors.
Professional Development. Professional development is a vital component of any
successful system within an educational organization. Therefore, it was essential to develop a
plan for ongoing professional development because it was essential for the growth and continued
implementation of PBIS for SWPBIS teams. Given the importance of staff professional
development in the implementation process, our SWPBIS team developed an action plan for
orienting all faculty/staff on the four core SWPBIS practices (Appendix 7): teaching school-wide
expectations, acknowledging appropriate behavior, correcting errors, and requesting assistance.
Following action plan development for disseminating the four core SWPBIS practices at
RHS, we completed a timeline for professional development outlining all professional
development opportunities that staff received throughout the year. All staff members, including
those considered classified employees, needed continual professional development in the basics
of SWPBS implementation and systems change (Putnam et al., 2009, p. 53). Figure 12 reflects
the recurrent professional development process throughout the year(s).
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Figure 12
Timeline for Orienting Faculty and Staff to SWPBIS

Note: This timeline illustrates the times, events, and locations of various faculty and staff professional development
opportunities throughout the 2020-2021 school year.
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Feedback and Acknowledgement. Another key practice of a PBIS system is the
formation of a continuum of procedures for encouraging expected behaviors. The creation and
implementation of feedback and acknowledgment systems have a wide array of effects on
student behavior, staff buy-in, and school culture. Achieving sustained implementation integrity
of PBIS helps maintain ongoing participation and buy-in from staff members. For example,
Putnam and colleagues (2009) found that achievement required recognition and acknowledgment
for staff and team participation (e.g., teaching expectations, rewards) from administrative leaders
and students (e.g., recognition slips, p. 53). This finding by Putnam et al. (2009) emphasized the
importance of highlighting staff achievements (we did this by recognizing teacher[s] of the
month) and participating in SWPBIS to create and sustain a positive culture among staff
members.
A major theme and component of PBIS acknowledgment and feedback relies on a token
reinforcer to promote and reward students’ positive behavior. Acknowledging students for
engaging in positive behaviors promotes a plethora of positive effects on student outcomes, some
of which include: an increase in the likelihood a student will repeat the same positive behavior;
the creation of positive interactions, rapport, and relationships with students; an increased focus
on positive behaviors and a decreased focus on negative behaviors; an increase of instructional
time and a decrease of time students spend out of the classroom (Cameron & Pierce, 1994;
Cameron et al., 2001).
Ticket and reinforcement systems remind teachers and staff members to praise students
and create positive interactions (Scott, 2008). One common PBIS assessment, the Benchmark of
Quality, recommends students receive at least five acknowledgments for each correction. Ninth
graders may require an increased level of acknowledgment. In a monograph on SWPBIS
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implementation in high schools, Flannery and Sugai (2009) stated that when teachers increase
their acknowledgment rates, students recognized the types of behaviors expected and became
encouraged to continue with desired behaviors. In a report from Lewis (2009) on schools
implementing restorative practices, continual acknowledgment of students across all school
settings created opportunities to remind other students at school-wide expectations by seeing
others acknowledged and hearing the school expectations. By increasing genuine teacher and
staff praise of students, positive interactions between these two groups will increase, and PBIS
implementation was more successful in creating a positive school climate and culture (Horner et
al., 2009; Luiselli et al., 2002).
Initially, the SWPBIS team developed a school-wide acknowledgment system for
students and staff members. Midwest PBIS Network (2020) outlined the following components
of a layered class and school-wide acknowledgment system: (a) high frequency/predictable
praise, (b) intermittent and unexpected praise, (c) short-term celebrations, and (d) midterm
celebrations. High frequency of predictable praise and intermittent unexpected praise created
opportunities for teachers and staff members to provide specific praise to individuals via a token
reward/acknowledgment system (MWPBISN, 2020). RHS’s SWPBIS team decided to create the
SWAG Tag outlining the four school-wide expectations, required the teacher to mark which
expectation the student exhibited when they received the acknowledgment and listed rewards the
student could acquire with tokens. Figure 13 shows our SWAG Tag. In addition to giving the
student this token of appreciation and acknowledgment, teachers completed an online Google
Form to nominate students for our weekly PBIS reward drawings.
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Figure 13
SWAG Tag

Note: Teachers complete this small postcard and give it to students as an acknowledgment for meeting our schoolwide expectations.

The third component of the acknowledgment system, a short-term celebration, generally
revolved around classroom group contingency practices. For example, if our school had a
community service project, the class who participated the most may receive a group
reward/acknowledgment, or students could collect their SWAG Tags, and for every 25 the
classroom collected, they could receive a group reward. Lastly, midterm celebrations were
generally large assemblies or grade-level rewards for things such as good-faith efforts on tests,
attendance, or perhaps the class with the fewest write-ups per semester.
Students, families, and communities must work together to create and implement this
acknowledgment system (Leverson et al., 2021). Using the information outlined above, in
conjunction with input from students and parents, the SWPBIS team created a school-wide
acknowledgment matrix (Appendix 15) that guided and reinforced acknowledgment of positive
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behaviors across all school settings. This matrix included systems/PD plans to help staff use
specific praise for behavior, an individual student/token acknowledgment reinforcer system, a
class-wide group contingency system, short-term whole school group contingencies, and
midterm school-wide group contingencies. In addition, each type of reinforcer had columns to
explain processes for specific student acknowledgment, staff acknowledgment, and
example/non-examples.
Faculty, Student, Family, and Community Involvement. Midwest PBIS Network
maintains that stakeholders must establish open and honest communication to secure buy-in and
commitment to change. To meet the benchmark of implementation fidelity set by the TFI for
Feature 1.10, 80% of faculty must be involved in SWPBIS implementation. In a brief published
by Martinez and colleagues (2019) describing the unique features of high school settings that can
make building buy-in more complex, they stated the priority given to academics, after-school
commitments, and lack of incentives in high schools could make staff buy-in and commitment
for implementation more challenging to attain in secondary education (Martinez, 2019).
Newcomer and Barret (2009) also found that for stakeholders to buy in, they must see the need
for change, value the outcomes of the proposed changes, have the requisite skills, resources, and
tools to be successful, and their efforts reinforced (p. 34).
To collect data based on staff buy-in and fidelity of implementation, we asked teachers to
complete the PBIS self-assessment survey three times throughout the year. I sent the first survey
to faculty and staff midway through the first school semester (specifically October 10, 2020). I
conducted two additional self-assessment surveys, one in late January (January 31, 2021) after
completing our first TFI to help inform our second-semester action plan, and then again at the
end of the year. School staff used this assessment for the initial and annual assessment of
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effective behavior support systems in their school. The survey examines the status and needs for
improvement of four behavior support systems: school-wide discipline systems, non-classroom
management systems, classroom management systems, and systems for individual students
engaging in chronic problem behaviors (Sugai et al., 2009).
While faculty and staff buy-in are vital to the functioning and implementation of PBIS,
commitment and involvement from students, families, and communities are equally important.
Putnam and colleagues (2009) stated, “Active student representation and involvement as team
and subcommittee members can assist in securing staff and student buy-in, implementation
integrity, sustained implementation, shared workloads, and reinforcement involvement” (p. 51).
As mentioned briefly above, the SWPBIS team decided to invite students to monthly meetings
and added two parent members to the team. Student and parent input provided active
involvement and engagement of students and parents in PBIS systems at RHS.
SWPBIS enlists more parental and community partnerships because they represent
behavioral interventions and supports for the entire school population, whereas Tiers 2 and 3
PBIS systems are much more specific, offering supports to individual students, which could
cause confidentiality issues. Lewis (2019) described primary/universal PBIS supports by saying:
Involvement at the primary level of supports should follow the main focus of awareness
with an eye toward expanding beyond simple one-way communication to the home. Here,
the goal is to seek active participation on the part of families within the SW-PBS process
to promote a two-way understanding of what the school is attempting to accomplish and
develop partnership in the effort (p. 351).
By gathering parental input in monthly meetings, we gained a better understanding of the needs
of our parents and community members.
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Discipline Data and Data-Based Decision Making. Data collection and analysis,
systems, practices, and outcomes are the four essential elements of PBIS implementation. Databased decision-making is one component of the implementation and sustainability of PBIS
(Coffey & Horner, 2012; Horner et al., 2001; McIntosh et al., 2013). In a field guide outlining an
integrated framework to embed equity efforts into SWPBIS, Leverson and colleagues (2021)
suggested that PBIS teams must meet regularly to disaggregate their discipline data as an
effective and objective way to assess and monitor equity in student outcomes. Gathering,
analyzing, and using data for decision-making was a powerful approach for improving
educational systems and student outcomes (McIntosh et al., 2013; Stecker et al., 2005). The US
Department of Education and Justice (2014) defined data-based decision-making as an essential
step in reducing discipline disproportionality.
RHS’s SWPBIS team received professional development on effectively and efficiently
using discipline data to assess and monitor disproportionality (Boneshefski & Runge, 2014). As
described above, our PBIS team used the Team-Initiated Problem Solving (TIPS) protocol to
disaggregate and analyze data as a team to make informed decisions regarding the systems we
have put into place. The TIPS process included six stages in sequential order: identify a problem
with precision; identify a goal for change; identify a solution and create an implementation plan
with contextual fit; implement the solution with high integrity; monitor the impact of the solution
and compare against the goal, and make summative evaluation decisions (Horner et al., 2015).
The TIPS protocol included assigning four team roles: facilitator, data analyst, minute
taker, and team members. All group members contributed to the data-based decision-making
process; however, initial data collection and analysis began with the individual(s) chosen to
perform the data analyst’s role. Our team decided to place two individuals in the role of a data
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analyst, and their job was to use the SWIS Drill Down Tool to analyze and disaggregate data
based on race, individualized education program (IEP)/Non-IEP, male/female, and minor/major
referral. In addition, they brought detailed reports to each monthly meeting for our PBIS Tier 1
team to analyze and make data-informed decisions.
Another component of TFI Features 1.12 and 1.13 addressed is the consistent entry of
data into Infinite Campus and SWIS. Schools should input detailed and outlined data, so
discipline referrals are input consistently (every 24–48 hours) by the same individuals across all
data platforms (SWIS, Infinite Campus, Google Referral Form).
To begin the process of SWPBIS implementation, the school and SWPBIS team adopted
data systems that could disaggregate student data by race and disability and provided
instantaneous access to these data for all staff members (McIntosh et al., 2018, p. 2). Using these
procedures and systems above and those outlined by the TIPS protocol, the SWPBIS team made
unbiased decisions using current student discipline data to determine the effects of the universal
behavioral supports that were in place and then adjusted accordingly.
Evaluation of SWPBIS. The last two features of the TFI are evaluation plans and
procedures. Midwest PBIS defines evaluation as an iterative process for determining how
successful we are at implementing PBIS and guiding our planning to continue or improve that
success. For example, the entirety of an improvement science dissertation is iterative; it requires
researchers to implement an intervention, test the effects of the intervention on its intended
target, make necessary changes based on the results, and then reimplement the modified
intervention.
Durlak and Dupre (2008) consider SWPBIS programs without quality evaluation of
implementation “flawed and incomplete” (p. 340). In terms of fidelity, data are about assessing
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what the adults are doing by evaluating where we are and informing improvement of our action
plan. A core component of SWPBIS is the commitment to continuous assessment of
implementation (PBISapps.org). RHS’s district pays for a subscription to PBISApps.org, which
is the epicenter for PBIS assessment. Within PBISApps.org is SWIS, which I already discussed
and is our database from where we will collect, disaggregate, and analyze data on school-wide
and individual student behavior. In addition, PBISApps.org houses all PBIS Tier 1 team's
assessments to evaluate implementation fidelity. Our team has decided to use five sources of
evidence to assess our fidelity of PBIS implementation:


Self-Assessment Survey: Given three times per year: once at the beginning of
implementation cycle one to determine where we are at the beginning of the improvement
science dissertation. Again, at the end of implementation cycle one to determine how far
we have come and to create a second action plan; and lastly, at the end of
implementation cycle two to determine how well we implemented our second action plan.
Schools use this annual assessment to identify the staff perception of the implementation
status and improvement priority for school-wide, classroom, non-classroom, and
individual student systems (PBISApps.Org). I gave this survey at the start of the school
year, in late December, and at the end of the school year to inform action planning,
measure implementation fidelity, and assess the impact of PBIS on school climate.



District PBIS Walkthrough: Performed two times per year; once at the end of
implementation cycle one and again at the end of implementation cycle two. These
walkthroughs are unannounced and performed by the district PBIS coordinator. They
measure how well a school has established universal school-wide expectations by
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assessing both the staffs’ and students’ knowledge of the school-wide expectations and
how often students receive acknowledgment for positive behavior.


TFI: Performed three times per year; once at the end of implementation cycle one and
again at the end of implementation cycle two. This assessment of PBIS fidelity is based
on earlier PBIS fidelity surveys (SET, BoQ, TIC, SAS, BAT, MATT). Our PBIS Tier 1
team will use the TFI as the primary summative assessment of our PBIS implementation
fidelity. The TFI gives teams a single, efficient, valid, reliable survey to guide
implementation and sustained use of SWPBIS (PBISApps.org). Our team will use the
TFI as an initial assessment to determine if they are using, or need, PBIS, guide
implementation of Tier 1 practices, create an index of sustained PBIS implementation,
and as a metric for identifying schools for recognition within their state implementation
efforts. The TFI will be chief among all of the assessments we use to guide action
planning and judge the fidelity of our PBIS systems. A School Systems Planning team
will administer the TFI. This team included me (administrator), the Tier 1 PBIS coach,
other members of our Tier 1 team, and the district PBIS coach. We will complete this
inventory three times a year: the first week of school, at the end of the first semester, and
at the end of the school year.



Monthly Meetings: During our monthly meetings, using the TIPS II Meeting Protocol,
we discussed our current action plan items, how well we were implementing them, and
any changes that we needed to make based on behavior data and/or other summative
assessment data.



PBIS Recognition Checklist: This is the recognition system for PBIS in the region. A
school can earn accolades for three levels: bronze, silver, and gold. Which level of
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recognition received depends on the fidelity of PBIS implementation at school. We
completed this checklist only once, at the summation of cycle two. Our team will use this
measure as a culminating evaluation as to how well we are implementing SWPBIS at
RHS using improvement science.
Research Design
In the sections below, I will discuss the setting and context in which this dissertation in
practice took place. I will then examine the details regarding research participants. Additionally,
I will discuss the research procedures and metrics used throughout this dissertation in practice
and analyze the findings.
Setting/Context
RHS is a Title I High School experiencing high levels of transiency. Approximately 90%
of our student population lives below the poverty line. To illustrate the transiency of RHS, our
student population changed significantly from May 1, 2020, or the start of this intervention, to
May 19, 2021, which marked the last day of data collection for my improvement science
research. As of May 1, 2020, RHS student enrollment was as follows: White (406), Black (216),
Latino (182), Asian (110), Two or more races (47), and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander (14). The total enrollment at this time was 975 students. On May 19, 2021, our
enrollment was: White (442), Black (221), Latino (177), Asian (118), Two or more races (51),
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (18), and American Indian or Alaska Native (1).
Infinite Campus lists Arabic and Bosnian students as “White”, while the “African
American/Black” race includes Black and native African students. If we could accurately
separate these groupings in Infinite Campus, racial disparities in discipline between Black male
students and their White classmates would likely be more disproportionate.
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Participants
Participants in this improvement science research dissertation include certified and
classified staff members. The SWPBIS team is a part of this group; however, we relied on
certified and classified staff members to implement the systems and deliverables created by the
SWPBIS team. Eighty-certified staff members make up RHS. Thirty-two of these individuals
were nontenured, meaning they had not yet reached their fifth year of teaching. Out of these 80
staff members, 48 are female, and 32 are male. Two certified employees are Hispanic, while five
members are Black. The remaining sixty-five staff members are White/Non-Hispanic.
Twenty-three classified staff members fulfill various duties, such as classroom aides,
health aides, administrative assistants, attendance clerks, and bookkeepers. Sixteen of the
certified staff members are female, while seven are male. In addition, six certified employees are
Black, while the remaining seventeen are White/Non-Hispanic.
Procedures
To begin Intervention 1, our newly assembled SWPBIS team underwent new team
training on June 22 and 23, 2020. Our district’s PBIS Coach led the training in conjunction with
Midwest PBIS, who serves as our regional affiliate for the National Center on PBIS. To begin
the initial team training, we completed the initial TFI (Appendix 6 displays the completed TFI).
The Tier 1 TFI was composed of 15 components as described above.
After SWPBIS team training and completing our initial TFI, our SWPBIS team worked
together to create an action plan for implementing SWPBIS (Appendix 7). We finished the
action plan on July 15, 2020, and immediately began working toward meeting each activity/goal
we had set. During this time, individual team members chose an activity to focus on and
exercised autonomy to complete the activity. United behind a shared vision of implementing
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SWPBIS with fidelity and sustainability to improve racial disparities in discipline, I felt free to
delegate these tasks to those on the SWPBIS Team.
We began action planning for cycle one of SWPBIS implementation at our first official
SWPBIS team meeting on July 1, 2020. Once our action plan was complete, the delegation of
tasks took place at our second SWPBIS team meeting on July 15, 2021. Team members worked
diligently to complete their chosen activities by our third meeting, which took place on August 3,
2020. During our third meeting, each team member presented their action plan task(s). At this
time, other team members offered suggestions before we voted to accept/reject what had been.
See Appendix 16 for an exhaustive list of meeting dates and specific agenda items discussed
during each gathering.
Once our SWPBIS Team had finalized the systems and documents assisting teachers in
implementing SWPBIS, we then facilitated whole-school professional development on June 23,
2020. This professional development consisted of our team going over the SWPBIS
acknowledgment system, expectations, and discipline flowchart. We showed teachers our new
school-wide teaching matrix and asked them to create their classroom matrix using the template
provided (Appendix 10). Aside from whole-group professional development, our team facilitated
short professional development sessions at every faculty meeting. These sessions often consisted
of behavior/discipline data review with the staff and a team member modeling a classroom
management strategy for teachers to try.
Following our first whole-staff professional development, we felt confident in our work
and RHS’s staff’s ability to implement SWPBIS with fidelity. Our team offered support and
professional learning opportunities to implement SWPBIS with fidelity, hoping to establish
sustainable systems over time. Communication with students and staff members regarding
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SWPBIS systems and procedures was continuous and consistent throughout the first and second
implementation cycles. It was now on the teachers at RHS to implement the SWPBIS systems
and practices we had created. Subsequently, it was the job of our SWPBIS Team to monitor
progress and make changes along the way.
In addition to professional development opportunities provided to staff assisting with the
implementation of SWPBIS, our team also created a brand-new PBIS website. The goal of this
website was not only to highlight and acknowledge students and staff members but to act as a
one-stop-shop for all things PBIS at RHS. For example, teachers could visit this site to find the
weekly PBIS Newsletter filled with classroom strategies to improve teaching, learning, and
behavior, in addition to things such as our SWAG Tag acknowledgment form, discipline matrix,
referral form, discipline flowchart, problem behavior definitions/T-Chart, expectation videos,
and much more.
We used three measures to guide SWPBIS implementation: The PBIS Self-Assessment
Survey, the District PBIS Walkthrough, and the TFI. We used the survey results to guide annual
action planning internal decision making and assess change over time. Additionally, we used the
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey to gain awareness of building-level staff and their
thoughts/concerns regarding the four behavior support systems. The PBIS Self-Assessment
Survey was composed of 45 questions, with each question being composed of two sections. To
assess behavior support, survey respondents evaluated the status of each PBIS feature (section
one). Respondents marked each feature as in place, partially in place, or not in place. The
second section of each question asked respondents to rate each feature’s priority for
improvement. For this section, respondents selected whether the feature had a high, medium, or
low priority for improvement.
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The second measure used to guide SWPBIS implementation was the district’s SWPBIS
Walkthrough. Schools also used this walkthrough as one piece of evidence to inform PBIS
Recognition of Fidelity Standards at the end of each year. Our team asked for the district to
conduct this walkthrough randomly two times throughout the year; once in the first improvement
science cycle (November 11, 2020) and again during the second improvement science cycle
(April 20, 2021). These walkthroughs allowed us to formatively measure the fidelity of SWPBIS
implementation and provided us with a source of data for comparison. We used the first District
PBIS Walkthrough to help create a second action plan and facilitate our second improvement
science cycle while also using it to compare how our second intervention worked and if positive
change between the two walkthroughs occurred.
One of our district’s behavior coaches conducted the District PBIS Walkthrough. The
evaluator randomly selected staff and students while walking through the school to perform this
walkthrough. Once the individual administering the survey selected staff and students, the
evaluator asked them a series of questions. Staff interview questions appear below:


What are the school-wide expectations? Record the number of rules known.



Have you taught the school rules/behavior expectations to students this year?



Have you given out any SWAG Tags (our PBIS acknowledgment system/acronym for
behavior expectations) in the past two months?

Students answered similar questions, but only two:


What are the school-wide expectations? Record the number of rules known.



Have you received a SWAG Tag in the past two months?
Lastly, we used the TFI to assess the fidelity implementation of SWPBIS at RHS during

each intervention cycle. The purpose of the SWPBIS TFI was to provide a valid, reliable, and
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efficient measure of the extent to which school personnel was applying the core features of
school-wide positive behavioral interventions and supports (SWPBIS) (Algozzine et al., 2019, p.
3). SWPBIS teams can use the TFI to guide both implementation and sustained use of SWPBIS.
Our team completed an initial TFI during team training on June 22/23, 2020. We used this initial
TFI to gain insight and help determine our school's needs in terms of SWPBIS implementation.
We completed a second TFI on December 11, 2020 (Appendix 18), to assess Intervention 1.
Results
Below I will discuss the results from this research based on the three main measurement
tools the SWPBIS team used to assess the fidelity of SWPBIS implementation throughout the
first improvement science intervention cycle. We used the PBIS Self-Assessment survey and
District PBIS Walkthrough to assess implementation fidelity throughout Intervention 1. The
results from both of these measures helped us determine what changes we needed to make during
the actual intervention. We used the TFI to measure the overall success of SWPBIS
implementation at the end of Intervention 1 compared to the initial TFI completed on June 22-23,
2020.
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey
After the initial implementation cycle of SWPBIS at RHS, the SWPBIS team sent the
first PBIS Self-Assessment Survey to all staff members (certified and classified) via email on
September 25, 2020. Attached to the email was a SurveyMonkey link to follow and complete the
survey. RHS is composed of 72 certified employees and 23 classified employees. Out of the 95
staff members at RHS, 44 responded to the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey.
Mean scores on the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey can range from one to three. As the
mean increases for the current status of individual PBIS Self-Assessment Survey features, this
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indicates a particular feature is not in place or only partially in place. Mean score increases
regarding the priority for improvement correlated with a greater need for improvement regarding
each particular feature. Our SWPBIS team met and analyzed this data on October 20, 2020 (see
Appendix 17 for the results of our first PBIS Self-Assessment Survey). We concluded that we
should consider any feature on the Self-Assessment Survey with a 1.60 mean or above for the
current status and priority for improvement as an area of growth. Table 13 depicts the survey
questions with a mean of 1.60 or above.

\
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Table 13
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey Questions with a Mean Above 1.60
PBIS Self-Assessment Feature

Mean
(Current Status)

A small number (e.g., 3-5) of positively & clearly stated student
expectations or rules are defined.

Mean
(Priority for
Improvement)
1.61

Distinctions between office v. classroom managed problem behaviors
are clear.

1.61

1.60

Booster training activities for students are developed, modified, and
conducted based on school data.

1.85

1.79
1.61

School-wide behavior support team has a budget for (a) teaching
students, (b) on-going rewards, and (c) annual staff planning.
School-wide expected behaviors are taught in non-classroom settings.

1.62

Staff receives regular opportunities for developing and improving
active supervision skills.

1.61
1.60

Expected student behaviors are acknowledged regularly (positively
reinforced) (>4 positives to 1 negative).
Problem behaviors receive consistent consequences.

1.69

1.76

1.89

Classroom-based options exist to allow classroom instruction to
continue when problem behavior occurs.

1.60

Instruction & curriculum materials are matched to student ability
(math, reading, language).

1.69

Students experience high rates of academic success (≥ 75% correct).

1.74

1.89

School includes formal opportunities for families to receive training
on behavioral support/positive parenting strategies.

1.92

1.77

After analyzing these features and survey results with the SWPBIS Team, we created
deliverables and documents addressing these areas. The team had already created a Discipline
Flowchart, Problem Behavior Definitions T-Chart, and a Plan for Teaching Desired Behaviors in
the classroom. The disconnect was either our messaging or the time between giving the survey
and the initial rollout of our SWPBIS systems and processes. We began creating PBIS
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Newsletters to send out each week on Wednesdays to address this data. These newsletters
offered a plethora of rich information regarding our school’s acknowledgment system, behavior
management techniques to use in the classroom, school-wide discipline data, Social and
Emotional Learning (SEL) classroom strategies, and a subtle reminder to all staff members of
our Tier 1 PBIS systems and processes.
District PBIS Walkthrough
The SWPBIS team used the District PBIS Walkthrough in conjunction with the PBIS
Self-Assessment above to evaluate implementation fidelity throughout Intervention 1. During
this walkthrough, the district PBIS coach evaluates our teachers’ and students’ knowledge of our
school-wide expectations. Our school-wide expectations were Showing respect, Willingness to
lead, Actively engaged, and Generating school spirit. The acronym used to help students
remember these expectations is SWAG, which we created using the first letter of each
expectation. SWAG Tags are pieces of paper teachers give students to recognize their efforts in
meeting and exceeding these expectations. Once the teacher gives a SWAG Tag to a student, the
student fills out a Google Form. We use the Google Form responses to select students at random
for weekly rewards. Figure 14 illustrates our first District PBIS Walkthrough conducted on
November 11, 2020.
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Tiered Fidelity Inventory
On June 22/23, 2020, our team scored ourselves as having only 7% compliance regarding
SWPBIS implementation. Using the information from this initial TFI, we created an action plan
(Appendix 19), and on July 15, 2020, I delegated action plan tasks to team members. On August
3, 2020, our team reconvened to present the completed tasks assigned to each member or group.
From this point forward, our team worked diligently to implement the systems and processes of
SWPBIS that we outlined in our initial action plan.
Throughout the first improvement science intervention, we assessed implementation
fidelity through a SWPBIS Self-Assessment Survey and District PBIS Walkthrough. These
assessments provided quality data on the extent to which school personnel was applying the core
features of school-wide positive behavioral interventions and supports (SWPBIS). On December
11, 2020, our SWPBIS (Tier 1) Team met to complete a second TFI. We completed this TFI
using the PBISApps.org online instrument and submitted to the district for review. We were
pleased to see our percent compliance in SWPBIS implementation grew from our initial score of
7% on June 22 and 23, 2020, to 73% on December 11, 2020, just before the end of our first
semester of school.
We were excited about our progress, but we still had more to do. Our goal for SWPBIS
implementation, in the beginning, was to receive gold recognition via the PBIS Recognition of
Fidelity Standards checklist. In order to achieve gold status, our SWPBIS TFI score had to be at
least a 90%. The next step in the improvement science process was to analyze the data gathered
from all data sources and create a second action plan to guide our second improvement science
cycle.
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Summary
The goal of the Intervention 1 was to implement SWPBIS at RHS, measure the degree to
which we implemented SWPBIS with fidelity using various assessments, and then make changes
to our action plan and reimplement new actions/activities meant to improve implementation
fidelity during our second improvement science intervention cycle. To accomplish this goal, we
initially formed a SWPBIS team at RHS and underwent team training, which took place on June
22 and June 23, 2020. During our initial team training, we completed our first TFI, scoring
ourselves a 2/30, or 7%, in terms of SWPBIS implementation. The first TFI score gave us a
starting point allowing us to begin conversations about improving SWPBIS at RHS.
On July 15, 2020, our SWPBIS team met and finalized our first action plan. This action
plan would guide each group member, as I assigned everyone specific tasks/activities to create,
implement, and monitor. To measure our action plan activities' impact on SWPBIS, we sent out
our first PBIS Self-Assessment survey on September 25, 2020. We decided to consider any score
above a 1.6 average as an “area of concern” that needed addressing in the future. Seven features
on the PBIS Self-Assessment scored above a 1.6 average, meaning they were only partially in
place or had a medium need in terms of priority for improvement.
On November 11, 2020, our district PBIS coach conducted a SWPBIS TFI Walkthrough
to determine how well our team and school had done to teach staff and students the school-wide
expectations. Of particular concern was the number of students who could tell the district PBIS
coach our school-wide expectations. For example, only 23% of the students interviewed
correctly identified the meaning of SWAG (Showing Respect, Willingness to Lead, Actively
Engaged, and Generating School Spirit). A highlight of this walkthrough was that 91% of the
students surveyed had received a SWAG Tag in the past two months; however, since only 23%
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knew the meaning of SWAG, perhaps the students did not fully understand why they received a
SWAG Tag.
Our team conducted a second TFI on December 11, 2020, just before the first
improvement science intervention cycle. We completed and submitted this TFI to the district and
state using PBISApps.org. When completing these inventories, an individual who was not on our
PBIS team but had knowledge of our work needed to attend our scoring sessions. For both of the
TFIs within this cycle, our district’s PBIS coach served as this outside person and oversaw our
scoring.
When scoring each feature of the Tier 1 TFI, we began by reading the feature description
and scoring identifiers. It was essential for us to remain honest and transparent during this
process to identify areas needing growth correctly. After much debate, on December 15, 2020,
our last team meeting before Christmas break and our second improvement science intervention
cycle, we completed this inventory and determined we had gone from 7% implementation in
June to 73% implementation on December 11, 2020.
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CHAPTER 4. REVISION AND REIMPLEMENTATION
As discussed in Chapter 3 above, improvement science relies on a series of inquiries
resulting in rapid tests of change, otherwise known as improvement cycles. Each improvement
cycle offers critical insights allowing for intervention modifications and reimplementation in the
next improvement cycle. This improvement science dissertation in practice sought to measure
the effects of SWPBIS on disproportionate discipline in a Title I high school. This dissertation
aimed to improve racial disparities in discipline between Black male students and their White
classmates at RHS by implementing SWPBIS with fidelity. Based on research, SWPBIS
improves disparities in discipline and root causes leading to discipline disproportionality, but as
the fidelity of implementation increases, ODRs and negative behavioral outcomes decrease.
Therefore, by implementing SWPBIS at RHS with fidelity, I concluded that racial disparities in
discipline between Black male students and their White classmates would improve.
I determined the SWPBIS systems and processes implemented with low fidelity using
data collected during Intervention 1. Other data sought to gather teachers' and staff members'
opinions on behavioral support systems then used to make modifications to our SWPBIS systems
and processes and subsequently re-implement them through the second cycle of improvement.
Intervention 2 focused on improving areas of low performance from the District PBIS
Walkthrough conducted on October 11, 2020 (Figure 14), the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey
(Table 13), and the TFI, initially conducted on June 22/23, 2020, then again on December 11,
2020. Based on the results of these evaluation tools, during Intervention 2, the SWPBIS
Leadership Team sought to (a) improve parent and student involvement in the SWPBIS process,
(b) re-emphasize the importance of school-wide expectations, (c) implement restorative
discipline practices in an attempt to make disciplinary consequences less punitive, and (d)
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provide ongoing professional development and resources for teachers to use in their classrooms
regarding SWPBIS practices.
Intervention 2 Literature Review
The following sections explain the modifications made to the SWPBIS implementation
process throughout Intervention 2. Implementation of these modifications was determined by our
SWPBIS team and based on the fidelity measures conducted throughout Intervention 1. Using
the results from the PBIS Self-Assessment Surveys and TFIs conducted during the first
improvement science cycle, the SWPBIS team determined that we needed to make modifications
to the SWPBIS implementation process to improve the following: (a) student and teachers’
ability to state and define our school-wide behavioral expectations, (b) restorative discipline
practices, and (c) professional development for staff to improve SWPBIS within the classroom.
Additionally, I would apply the principles of transformational leadership theory to attend to the
needs of the SWPBIS team, as discussed below.
Transformational Leadership Principles
Founded on iterative improvement cycles, the improvement science process has guided
my work and formed the foundation of this dissertation. Equally important, however, was the
foundation transformational leadership theory principles provided to help lead my work,
particularly with the SWPBIS team. As the leader of our SWPBIS team, the school’s
implementation of SWPBIS, I maintained a focus on using the principles of transformational
leadership theory to guide the implementation of SWPBIS throughout the first intervention
cycle. Basing our work on the theoretical framework described in Chapter 3, which includes
aspects of transformational leadership theory, the SWPBIS team and I were able to successfully
implement SWPBIS with 73% fidelity compared to the TFI assessment. Table 14 illustrates the
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four guiding principles of transformational leadership described by Bass (1985) and how I
applied them in leading the SWPBIS team throughout the second improvement science
intervention.
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Table 14
Practices Aligned to Transformational Leadership Principles
Practices Aligned to Transformational Leadership
Principles

Transformational Leadership Guiding Principles

Principle 1 - Idealized Influence:
The leader’s charismatic actions that focus on values,
beliefs, and sense of mission (Khan et al., 2009, p. 679)





Participated in the SWPBIS team
Facilitated a common and clear vision
Attended SWPBIS training with team



Developed a shared organizational belief of
decreasing discipline disproportionality
Created charts to provide discipline data
monthly to staff
Developed various professional development
opportunities to team members

Principle 2 - Inspirational Motivation:
The extent to which leaders are able to motivate and
inspire their followers by identifying new
opportunities, providing meaning and challenge, and
developing and articulating a strong vision for the
future (Oke et al., 2008, p. 65)




Principle 3 - Intellectual Stimulation:



The extent to which the leader challenges followers to
practice creative thinking and finding solutions to
difficult problems (Khan et al., 2009, p. 680)




Facilitated quality training on PBIS
Persisted on team members working on
SWPBIS components that interested them
Insisted on team members being creative and
innovate with ideas
Developed SWPBIS team maintain regular
meeting dates and communication

Principle 4 - Individualized Consideration:
The behavior displayed by the leader that contributes to
satisfaction of the followers by guiding, supporting,
and giving attention to personal needs of the followers
(Khan et al., 2009, p. 680)






Administered staff check-in surveys monthly
Administered a teacher incentive program
embedded within the SWPBIS incentive
matrix
Promoted the Golden Dragon (teacher of the
month)
Facilitated Food Truck Fridays

Note: The right-hand column in the table above shows the lists of actions that I took throughout this dissertation to
ensure that we implemented the principles of transformational leadership throughout this dissertation.

TFI Items for Improvement
In a qualitative study investigating perceptions of the barriers and facilitators to
implementing and sustaining PBIS in high-needs schools, McDaniel and colleagues (2018) found
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that aligning PBIS with the community and cultural norms/challenges was one barrier to PBIS
implementation and sustainability. They also discovered that providing ongoing support and
professional development was an additional challenge in high-needs schools. In contexts such as
these, McDaniels and colleagues (2018) found it was vital to garner strong support and input
from stakeholders such as parents, students, and community members. Initial and sustained
implementation of SWPBIS requires support from these stakeholders.
The following focus areas for my second intervention cycle came from the TFI conducted
on December 11, 2019. The SWPBIS team completed this TFI to provide valid, reliable, and
efficient measures of the extent to which school personnel is applying the core features of
SWPBIS (Algozzine et al., 2019, p. 3). In addition, I used the TFI to guide the implementation
and sustained use of SWPBIS at RHS throughout both intervention cycles.
Student, Family, and Community Involvement
In a study conducted by Feuerborn and colleagues (2016) sought to better understand the
SWPBIS-related needs and concerns of middle and high school teachers, they discovered
teachers had two concerns related to student and parental involvement. First, teachers were
concerned students were not meaningfully involved in defining school-wide expectations and
consequences. The researchers stated, “In particular, teachers reported concerns about student
perceptions of the school-wide reinforcement system and doubted students understood the
significance of rewards” (p. 6). Secondly, researchers found teachers were concerned that parents
were not involved in planning and implementing SWPBIS.
Improving students, family, and community involvement in SWPBIS is not only a feature
of the TFI, but it has positive effects on a school’s ability to implement SWPBIS. In their PBIS
Cultural Responsiveness Field Guide, Leverson and colleagues (2019) define student, family,
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and community engagement as “providing family, students, and community members with
meaningful opportunities to be heard, voice their opinions, and exercise leadership within the
school system” (p. 26). Leverson and colleagues (2019) state the contextual fit of SWPBIS
systems will be enhanced and may increase consistency across the school and other settings
when the schools allow students, families, and communities to share their voices.
Additionally, Sandomierski and colleagues (2011) highlight high schools as having
“unique contextual influences that make culturally responsive practices especially critical for
successful implementation of PBIS” (p. 82). They go on to state, “Larger and more diverse
student bodies, larger staff caseloads, relatively autonomous organizational structures, and an
adolescent student population all require a more intensive focus on two-way communication and
active stakeholder involvement in the development, evaluation, and maintenance of the schoolwide plan” (p. 82). Consideration of student, family, and community input is a culturally
responsive PBIS (CR-PBIS) practice and has shown the ability to reduce disproportionality and
improve outcomes for students from historically marginalized groups (Brown & Beckett, 2006;
Devine et al., 2012; Hall et al., 2016; Lai et al., 2014; McIntosh et al., 2018).
Behavioral Expectations/ Teaching Expectations
Leverson and colleagues (2019) state “School-wide expectations are a brief, memorable
set of positively stated expectations that create a school culture that is clear, positive, consistent,
and focused on teaching social and emotional competencies” (p. 9). They go on to say teams
“adopt and revise expectations that are reflective of the cultural values of the surrounding
community” (p. 9). Schools who effectively establish behavioral expectations as part of SWPBIS
institute 3-5 positively stated school and classroom expectations, directly teach these
expectations, and consistently acknowledge and monitor them (Osher et al., 2010).
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The establishment of three to five positively stated school-wide expectations explicitly
taught to students is a key aspect of SWPBIS’ primary prevention (Horner et al., 2014). Freeman
and colleagues (2016) assert that a critical feature of SWPBIS is clearly defining, teaching, and
reinforcing school-wide expectations. They go on to state “schools who are implementing
SWPBIS with fidelity (accurately and fluently) clearly define, teach, and reinforce school-wide
expectations” (p. 1).
Focus on the continuous improvement process when implementing a set of positively
stated school-wide expectations is essential. After establishing and teaching school-wide
behavioral expectations to students, Sailor and colleagues (2008) emphasize the importance of
creating a continuum of procedures for regular acknowledgments or rewards of student displays
of these behavioral expectations. They also state the importance of establishing a continuum of
procedures for responding to rule violations.
Restorative Discipline Policies
The TFI states, “School policies and procedures describe and emphasize proactive,
instructive, and/or restorative approaches to student behavior that are implemented consistently”
(Algozzine et al., 2019, p. 8). In addition, Mullet (2014) states “Restorative discipline seeks to
create, nurture, and amend relationships toward just, compassionate, and healthy living in
community” (p. 3). She also asserts “Restorative discipline intentionally grows from an attitude
of mindfulness, responsibility, empowerment, and inclusion” (p. 3).
Pavelka (2013) states restorative discipline practices “seek to balance the needs of the
victim and the school community with the consequences and accountability for the wrongdoer
(p. 1). She also explains “restorative discipline models provide schools with the opportunity to
improve school culture by addressing disciplinary standards and creating a forum for peaceful
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resolution of conflict and misbehavior” (p. 1). A restorative approach to school discipline
focuses on the wellbeing of the learning and school community when misbehavior occurs by
promoting five ideas (Stutzman et al., 2005):


Giving teachers harmed by misbehavior voice and power.



Healing and repairing the relationships damaged by the events stemming from a
misbehavior.



Encourage accountability from those that broke rules and harmed relationships through
personal reflection and collaborative decision-making.



Reintegrate the student who harmed into the community by restoring trust and affirming
healthy choices and better decision making in the future.



Create caring climates that are preventive in nature.
Previous research has documented the positive impact of restorative discipline practices

in schools. For example, in a Scottish Executive funded pilot initiative to implement restorative
practices in 18 U.K. schools, McCluskey and colleagues (2008) found that restorative practices
helped stakeholders feel a sense of belonging, safe, represented, and have healthy relationships
with others. Additionally, they found a decrease in both in-school discipline referrals and out-ofschool suspensions. In studies of schools with restorative practices embedded in their behavioral
management policies, Wearmouth and Berryman (2012) found schools were able to “support the
wrong-doers and the victim(s) of wrongdoing, enable reparation of damage done by individual
students, and simultaneously, maintain their inclusion in the institution and also help to restore
the integrity of the communities, inside and outside of school” (p. 261).
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Professional Development and Classroom Procedures
One of the challenges affecting the fidelity and consistency of SWPBIS implementation
is the adequacy of personnel training. Mathur and Nelson (2013) recommended “PBIS
professional development must not only change attitudes about youth behavior and potential but
also build effective skillsets for teaching and encouraging positive youth behavior and for
preventing and discouraging undesired behavior” (p. 178). Unfortunately, aside from our initial
professional development with staff and production of a weekly PBIS Newsletter, the staff at
RHS had not received any professional development on PBIS implementation or classroom
procedures aligned with PBIS implementation since the beginning of the year.
Without implementing PBIS procedures in classrooms school-wide, one could not expect
to see a positive change in culture and improved behavioral outcomes. Research by Carol
Weinstein (2007) indicated students in poorly managed classrooms received less academic
instruction. Additionally, in a study evaluating the use of classroom-level behavior management
strategies aligned with SWPBIS, Reinke, and colleagues (2013) documented ineffective
classroom behavior management practices were associated with negative outcomes for both
teachers and students. In the same study, researchers found students were more likely to
experience long-term negative academic, behavioral, and social outcomes than those in wellmanaged classrooms.
Intervention Design
The SWPBIS team created a second theory of improvement to guide the second
intervention cycle. We modified our second theory of improvement to be specific to our second
improvement cycle goal. A working theory of improvement answered the question: What change
might I introduce to solve my problem of practice and why? In order to meet the overall goal of
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achieving gold status for SWPBIS implementation fidelity, based on the 2020-21 Recognition of
Fidelity Standards, we narrowed the focus of our second theory of improvement (Figure 15) to
focus on improving the systems and features of SWPBIS not implemented with fidelity during
the first improvement science cycle. Appendix 23 displays the results of the 2020-21
Recognition of Fidelity Standards.
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Figure 15
Theory of Improvement for Intervention 2
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Using data collected from the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey, District PBIS
Walkthroughs, and two additional TFIs, the SWPBIS team analyzed the status of SWPBIS
implementation in terms of the TFI features and the PBIS Recognition of Fidelity Standards at
RHS. Using this data, we collaboratively created a second PDSA cycle. Like the first PDSA
cycle, the second one began with data collection and the collective and collaborative analysis of
this data. In addition, assessment data allowed us to create a second PDSA cycle with a renewed
focus on the TFI and Fidelity Standards areas not implemented with fidelity after our first
improvement science cycle. These standards included behavioral expectations, teaching
expectations, implementing restorative discipline practices, and offering professional
development to teachers on classroom procedures aligning with SWPBIS practices. This work
began on December 15, 2020, and was fully implemented by January 12, 2021. Figure 16
illustrates the second PDSA cycle used to plan and guide our second improvement science cycle.
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Figure 16
PDSA Cycle for Intervention 2

Note: Image amended from Figure 5.3 of Bryk and colleagues (2017) book Learning to Improve (p. 122).

Using the information collected throughout the first improvement cycle and guided by the
new PDSA cycle and theory of improvement, the SWPBIS team met on December 15, 2020, and
created a second action plan (Appendix 19). The second action plan was complete by our next
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team meeting on January 12, 2021, and was ready for implementation. This action plan
addressed growth areas identified by the various assessments performed throughout Intervention
1. Specifically, we sought to improve and implement the following throughout Intervention 2:


Parent/student participation in SWPBIS.



The ability of our students to recite our four school-wide expectations.



Incorporate restorative discipline practices into our discipline policies.



Incorporate professional development into faculty meetings and teach expectations in
class.
Research Design
Throughout this section, I will discuss the research design used for Intervention 2 of this

research. Following a brief description of the study participants for Intervention 2, I will describe
the procedures used to facilitate the changes made to the intervention design of SWPBIS during
the second intervention. After discussing the participants and procedures of Intervention 2, I will
detail the methods used to inform the effectiveness of the changes made to Intervention 2 on
SWPBIS implementation and the results of the research conducted throughout the second
intervention cycle.
Participants
As with the Root Cause Analysis and Intervention 1, the research instruments used to
gather data on the implementation fidelity of SWPBIS were open to our entire staff. However,
the SWPBIS team conducted the TFI based on deliverables and supplementary implementation
designs. Additionally, we conducted the District PBIS Walkthrough using a random sample of
students and teachers at RHS by our district’s PBIS coach. The PBIS Self-Assessment Survey
was the only measurement tool we used to gather insights from the entire staff. Compared to the
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first PBIS Self-Assessment Survey given in September, in which 41 faculty and staff members
participated, only 31 faculty and staff members participated in the second PBIS Self-Assessment
Survey in January (Intervention 2). As with the first intervention cycle, the faculty and staff of
RHS were relied upon to be primary implementers of the actual SWPBIS practices.
Procedures
The procedures below describe the methods used to implement desired changes during
Intervention 2. Based on results from Intervention 1, changes made changes to Intervention 2 in
order to: (a) provide support and purpose to members of the SWPBIS team by focusing on the
transformational leadership principle of inspirational motivation, (b) improve student, family,
and community involvement, (c) increase student/teacher awareness of school-wide behavioral
expectations and increase the teaching of these behavioral expectations, (d) implement
restorative practices into our discipline policies, and (c) improve teachers’ ability to implement
SWPBIS practices in their classrooms through professional development. We discovered these
changes in SWPBIS implementation during Intervention 2 by collecting and analyzing the
District PBIS Walkthrough, PBIS Self-Assessment Survey, and TFI given to participants during
Intervention 1.
Transformational Leadership
The principle of inspirational stimulation helped guide my work with the SWPBIS team
in finding solutions to the areas of concern identified from the measures and their results of the
first intervention cycle. Throughout the first improvement cycle, delegating tasks to individuals
and small groups appeared to provide greater purpose and a sense of increased self-efficacy
among constituents. I hoped to continue this practice throughout Intervention 2 to provide
followers with the same sense of purpose and continued confidence in their leadership abilities.
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The first improvement cycle also taught me that adequate support of individuals,
particularly those on the SWPBIS team, was significant. Leithwood and Sun (2012) discovered
when “given adequate support, organizational members became highly engaged and motivated
by goals that are inspirational because those goals are associated with values in which they
strongly believe—or are persuaded to strongly believe” (p. 388). To provide this type of support
to members of the SWPBIS team, I maintained regular meeting dates and communication
throughout the second intervention, during which they discussed ideas and issues and discovered
solutions.
Student, Family, and Community Involvement
SWPBIS at RHS received the lowest possible score on the TFI for involving students,
families, and community members in the implementation process. In other words, there was no
student, family, or community involvement in our SWPBIS systems and practices during the first
improvement science cycle. Because the involvement of these stakeholders has shown to be a
barrier to the initial and sustained implementation of SWPBIS, the SWPBIS team needed to
improve this feature of implementation. As outlined in the second action plan, we developed
strategies to involve students, families, and community members in the implementation process.
Notably, we sought participation from these stakeholder groups at SWPBIS meetings. Mr. Shear,
our behavior interventionist, and I identified students, parents, and community members to join
our PBIS monthly meetings. The SWPBIS team asked students at RHS if they wanted to join our
team, while we invited parents and community members via phone call, in which I provided
them with details on the goal of SWPBIS, the purpose they would serve, and meeting dates.
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Behavioral Expectations/ Teaching Expectations
The TFI scores SWPBIS teams based on their ability to identify and teach five or fewer
positively stated behavioral expectations. These behavioral expectations guided school-wide
behavior, including inside individual classrooms. The premise of these positively stated
behavioral expectations was to define and teach the behaviors and expectations we wanted to
see. As a key practice identified by the Center on PBIS for SWPBIS implementation, we
identified these expectations and taught them. While our SWPBIS team scored the highest mark
for creating and defining five or fewer behavioral expectations during our first improvement
science cycle, our attempt to teach these expectations to students fell short of fidelity. For
example, during our District PBIS Walkthrough on November 11, 2020, only 23% of students
surveyed were able to identify the school-wide behavioral expectations. According to The Center
on PBIS (2021), “Anyone should be able to walk into the school at any time and ask ten random
students to name the school-wide expectations. At least 80% of the time, those students should
be able to say what they are and give examples of what they look like in action.”
Because we scored so low on our District PBIS Walkthrough in terms of students
identifying the school-wide behavioral expectations, the SWPBIS team thought it was necessary
to include ways to improve the teaching of these expectations in our second action plan for
improvement cycle two. Therefore, during our December 15 and January 12 SWPBIS team
meetings, we devised a plan to increase our students’ knowledge of school-wide behavioral
expectations.
The SWPBIS team initially decided to have signs created with our school-wide
expectations (Showing Respect, Willingness to Lead, Actively Engaged, and Generating School
Spirit) and then displayed them throughout the school building. We made signs specifically for
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different areas/activities within the school (lunchroom, technology, restroom, hallways, bus, and
school-wide). Then we distributed the signs to locations matching their area/activity and hung on
the wall for students to see. In addition to signs, the SWPBIS team decided to use an empty
bulletin board in the main upstairs hallway to display the meaning of our SWAG expectations.
Finally, we placed pictures and names of students who received weekly SWAG Tags and
rewards via the acknowledgment system. We anticipated the more students read the expectations
and saw the students who had received rewards for following these expectations, the more likely
they would remember and practice them.
In addition to making our school-wide expectations visible throughout the school, we
also wanted students to hear these expectations daily. Therefore, we began reading our schoolwide expectations aloud during the morning and afternoon announcements to accomplish this.
RHS’s lead principal performed morning and afternoon announcement duties and read these
expectations.
Restorative Discipline Policies
Another area in which our team fell short during the first improvement science cycle was
implementing school policies and procedures consistently describing and emphasizing proactive,
instructive, and restorative approaches to student behavior. The SWPBIS team neglected to
address how we respond to students who exhibited negative behaviors in school because of our
focus on building positive school culture to diminish misbehavior. For example, our school
district and all the schools within relied on discipline matrices to guide disciplinary actions for
student misbehavior. Therefore, when a student broke a school or district policy, administrators
used these matrices and assigned the student a specific punishment. Using discipline matrices in
schools to assign disciplinary consequences ensured more consistent punishments.
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Changing district policies were not within the scope of control of the SWPBIS team;
therefore, our team knew the punitive nature of the discipline matrix within RHS would probably
not subside. The discipline matrix was punitive because it only identified negative consequences
for students in response to their misbehavior. It also did not list acknowledgments for students
exhibiting positive behaviors or strategies for reintegrating students back into class after a
removal. In response, the SWPBIS team shifted our focus toward implementing restorative
practices. We sought to repair relationships that student misbehavior had damaged and foster the
misbehaving student’s reintegration into the classroom.
The SWPBIS team created a restorative discipline system for students removed from
class to address the punitive nature of RHS’s discipline matrix and policies. Removal from class
included in-school suspension, out-of-school suspension, and alternative school placement. The
newly created restorative discipline policy included the following procedures:
1. Removal of student by an administrator from class for a misbehavior occurs.
2. The administrator assigned to the misbehavior speaks with the student and assigns
discipline consequences.
3. The administrator then completes a Google Form that includes the student’s name and
misbehavior, the assigned consequence, and the date the student will return to class.
4. Guidance counselors receive the Google Form automatically.
5. Before the student returns to class, a one-on-one restorative meeting takes place between
a guidance counselor and the student. During this conference, the counselor asks the
following questions:
a. What happened?
b. What were you thinking about at the time?
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c. Who did your behavior affect?
d. What impact has this incident had on you?
e. What do you think you need to do to make things right?
f. What can we do to prevent this behavior from occurring again?
Professional Development and Classroom Procedures
Two areas of the TFI in which SWPBIS received low scores were for the lack of
professional development opportunities to learn more about SWPBIS and how to implement
SWPBIS in the classroom. We combined the two of these features into one action item because
we hoped to increase our teacher’s ability to implement SWPBIS procedures in their classrooms
by offering quality professional development. Our SWPBIS team concluded we would use the
increased presence of professional development with staff to improve the implementation and
use of SWPBIS features (school-wide expectations, routines, acknowledgments, in-class
continuum of consequences) in the classroom.
Based on past literature, the SWPBIS team at RHS prepared a plan to increase
professional development that staff received on SWPBIS classroom management practices and
procedures. At each faculty meeting, we presented a short presentation on our school-wide
behavior data and classroom management strategies for teachers to use in their classrooms. The
goal of this professional development was to increase the use of SWPBIS classroom
management practices and procedures in classrooms, which would increase the consistency of
PBIS implementation and decrease misbehaviors school-wide.
Procedures
To guide the second improvement science cycle, I relied on data collected from the first
intervention cycle. For each intervention cycle, the SWPBIS team and I created action plans
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aiding in the implementation of SWPBIS. Formative and summative measures provided data
guiding each implementation plan. The purpose of formative assessment was to monitor
intervention implementation fidelity and provide ongoing feedback to the SWPBIS team to make
changes promptly. The SWPBIS team used summative assessments to evaluate SWPBIS
implementation fidelity at the end of each intervention cycle. I collected and analyzed data from
these assessments to determine changes needed to the systems and procedures of SWPBIS at
RHS.
To guide the formation of our second action plan, uncover needed changes to SWPBIS
systems and procedures, and implement these changes effectively, our team relied on three
pieces of data collected from the first improvement science cycle:


PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – September 25, 2020



District PBIS Walkthrough – November 11, 2020



Tier 1 TFI – December 11, 2020

The PBIS Self-Assessment Survey and District PBIS Walkthrough facilitated minor changes to
Intervention 1. They also guided our second improvement cycle’s action plan. The primary
evidence used to guide the second action plan and second improvement science intervention
cycle was the completion of the TFI on December 11, 2020.
After collecting all data, the SWPBIS team met on December 15, 2020, to analyze and
interpret the results. We began the initial phase of creating our second action plan during this
meeting. On January 12, 2021, we reconvened to discuss our progress and formed the second
action plan for SWPBIS implementation. At this time, we felt comfortable enough with our
progress and preparation, so we began rolling out the changes made to our second action plan (as
seen in Appendix 19).
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The SWPBIS team relied on the same metrics and assessments used in the first
improvement science cycle to guide the work of our second improvement cycle. There are two
main differences: I gave the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey on two separate occasions, once at
the beginning of the cycle and again at the summation of the second improvement science cycle.
We would use the PBIS Recognition of Fidelity Standards Checklist to determine if we met our
primary goal of receiving gold recognition for SWPBIS by the end of our second improvement
cycle.
Table 15
SWPBIS Evaluation Schedule
PBIS Assessment Type

Assessment times

SWPBIS - Tiered Fidelity Inventory

May 11, 2021

PBIS Self-Assessment Survey

January 31, 2021
May 11, 2021

District PBIS Walkthrough

April 20, 2021

SWPBIS PBIS Meetings

Every Second Tuesday of the Month

PBIS Recognition Checklist

End of the Year (Due June 15, 2021)

Note: The schedule above depicts each type of feedback system/assessment that I used to inform implementation of
the second improvement cycle for this dissertation.

Limitations
The main limitation of the research conducted throughout this dissertation was the
context and learning environment changed multiple times due to the COVID-19 pandemic. This
limitation restricted my ability to collect reliable data based on the implementation of SWPBIS
using improvement science for multiple reasons. The changing context hindered the SWPBIS
team’s ability to implement various aspects of SWPBIS due to school switching back and forth
from entirely in-person to fully virtual and then to a hybrid schedule. It also made it challenging
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to teach behavioral expectations to our students and create acknowledgment systems based on
these expectations. With students spending a large portion of the year at home learning online,
the behavior was a non-factor in the education of students or facilitation of such by teachers.
Additionally, the change in context made it difficult to survey individuals and collect consistent
results. Several teachers were out due to having COVID-19 when we gave the survey. Therefore,
the consistency of respondents was challenging to manage.
On January 31, 2021, RHS was on a hybrid schedule. The most students in our school at
any given time was approximately 300. From the beginning of school in August to January 31,
2021, there had been only 30 behavior referrals completed by ten staff members. On March 3,
2021, our school district and the schools within went from a hybrid schedule to a normal
schedule where all students came in-person four days per week. Throughout the entirety of the
2020-2021 school year, the district allowed students to remain virtual; however, the district
allowed students to switch back to in-person learning and attend in-person classes on March 3,
2021.
Students took advantage of this offer, and we went from 300 or fewer students in the
building per day to nearly 800. As of March 3, 2021, RHS reported only 40 behavioral referrals.
Also, only 15 staff members had completed a referral by this date. By all measures, hybrid
schedules and the drastic reduction in class size accompanied fewer behavior referrals, and
therefore, it was much easier for teachers to manage their classrooms. However, after March 3,
2021, when nearly three times the number of students were roaming the hallways and class sizes
grew significantly, student misbehavior increased, discipline referrals increased, and teachers’
ability to manage their classrooms lessened.
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In the seven months of school, from August to March, teachers had become accustomed
to these new norms, and they only submitted 40 behavior referrals. In the two and a half months
(March 3, 2021, to May 19, 2021) after most students returned to in-person learning four days
per week, RHS had 113 referrals submitted by 31 staff members. Not only did the number of
referrals almost triple in only two and half months, but the number of staff members completing
at least one referral doubled. This change to the context of RHS in the middle of our second
improvement science intervention drastically skewed the results of our third PBIS SelfAssessment Survey.
Additionally, the COVID-19 pandemic created barriers to improving each TFI feature.
Students not attending in-person school impacted teachers’ ability to teach students expected
behaviors in non-classroom settings. Students began the school year via 100% virtual learning.
In mid-September, the district and state allowed students to attend school on a hybrid schedule.
The school labeled students red of blue based on the hybrid schedule. These groups attended
school only two days per week, on opposite days. The other three days, students attended school
virtually. On March 3, 2021, students returned to school four days per week. We still reserved
Fridays for virtual learning days to provide teachers time to prepare virtual and in-person lessons
for the next week.
The COVID-19 pandemic exposed glaring inequities, one of which was family and
community support. To address the creation of formal opportunities for families to receive
training on behavioral support/positive parenting strategies (Feature 44) on the PBIS SelfAssessment, one must rely on parents’ and community members’ willingness to be involved.
Smith (2006) wrote, “The promotion of parental involvement to increase academic success raises
issues of equity since rates of parental involvement are significantly higher among middle- and
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upper-class parents than in low-income families” (p. 44). In a typical year, RHS’s parental
involvement is lower than other high schools in the area, as evidenced by our lack of a parent
teacher organization (PTO) and any booster clubs; however, since the pandemic, this has waned
even more. The lack of parental involvement in their child’s education made it difficult to ensure
academic success for much of the 2020-21 school year, particularly when students were learning
virtually.
Results
The methods section above details the measures used to determine the effectiveness of
our second intervention cycle. Below, I will provide the results of the measures used throughout
Intervention 2. As noted above, I conducted an additional measure, the PBIS Recognition
Checklist, at the end of the second intervention cycle. This outcome measure helped determine
the overall success of SWPBIS implementation using improvement science at RHS.
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey - January
I sent the first PBIS Self-Assessment Survey to inform Intervention 2 to staff on January
31, 2021. Though this was just two and a half weeks after the initial rollout of the second action
plan and the items found within, the SWPBIS team felt it was ideal for quickly assessing this
stage of reimplementation of these new initiatives. This measure allowed us to make changes
early to our reimplementation plan and compare how well we had implemented SWPBIS since
our first PBIS Self-Assessment Survey on September 25, 2020. The initial PBIS Self-Assessment
Survey had 41 respondents, whereas the second PBIS Self-Assessment Survey had only 32
respondents. Additionally, each item on the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey included two
indicators: the current status of each PBIS SWPBIS feature and the priority for improvement of
each of these features.
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The PBIS Self-Assessment Survey is composed of 45 questions, with each question being
composed of two sections. To assess behavior support, I asked survey respondents to evaluate
the status of each PBIS feature (section one). Respondents marked each feature as in place,
partially in place, or not in place. The second section asked respondents to rate each feature’s
priority for improvement. For this section, respondents selected whether the feature had a high,
medium, or low priority for improvement. Mean scores on the Self-Assessment Survey can range
from one to three. To gather summary statistics for this measure, I had to assign a number to
each survey selection:


1 = In Place/Low Priority for Improvement



2 = Partially in Place/ Medium Priority for Improvement



3 = Not in Place/High Priority for Improvement

With the above scale as a reference, less fidelity or having a higher priority for improvement
correlates with an increase in average for both measures.
Appendix 20 displays the entire PBIS Self-Assessment Survey and an explanation of
each feature. Only two features regarding the current status of PBIS implementation scored
below a 1.6 mean on the first PBIS Self-Assessment Survey but increased to a mean above 1.6
on the second PBIS Self-Assessment. Feature 27 increased from 1.50 in September to 1.62 in
January. Additionally, Feature 43 increased from 1.49 in September to 1.64 in January.
The areas scoring above a mean of 1.6 on the first PBIS Self-Assessment Survey and
decreased to a mean below this number indicated progress made from September 25, 2020, to
January 31, 2021. Figure 17 displays the improvements made to the current status of
implementation fidelity for four different SWPBIS features.
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current implementation status and priority for improvement. Given each feature was above a
mean of 1.6 on both survey sections, we treated them as critical improvement areas.
Table 16
PBIS Self-Assessment Features Above a 1.6 Average on Both Surveys
PBIS Self-Assessment Feature

September 25, 2020

January 31, 2021

Feature 20

Current Status: 1.62
Priority for Improvement: 1.69

Current Status: 1.76
Priority for Improvement: 1.71

Feature 36

Current Status: 1.74
Priority for Improvement: 1.89

Current Status: 1.82
Priority for Improvement: 2.07

Feature 44

Current Status: 1.92
Priority for Improvement: 1.77

Current Status: 1.92
Priority for Improvement: 1.88

District PBIS Walkthrough
In sequential order, our second District PBIS Walkthrough was the next formal
assessment of our SWPBIS systems and occurred on April 20, 2021. Our team used this data to
assess the implementation of school-wide expectations compared to our first District PBIS
Walkthrough on November 11, 2020. Figure 19 depicts our second SW PBIS TFI Walkthrough
Tool Interview and Observation Form.
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between the walkthroughs on November 11, 2020, and April 20, 2021. On November 11, 2020,
only 23% of students were able to state our school-wide expectations, whereas, on April 20,
2021, 63% of students were able to state our SWAG expectations after implementing our second
action plan. The SWPBIS team concluded that hanging signs depicting our school-wide
expectations, announcing our expectations, and emphasizing the teaching of these expectations
in classrooms throughout the second improvement science intervention had been successful in
helping students learn our SWAG expectations.
Every item under “staff questions” increased from the previous District PBIS
Walkthrough percentages. Participants answered two of the three questions with 100% accuracy,
whereas 86% of staff members correctly named the four school-wide expectations. Future action
plans will include ideas to increase this percentage to 100%. Faculty and staff must know and
understand the school-wide expectations before expecting this from our students. Every teacher
knew at least two of the school-wide expectations. Three of the eleven teachers questioned could
name two out of the four expectations.
The percentage of students who stated they had received a SWAG Tag also decreased
from 91% on November 11, 2020, to 83% on April 20, 2021. Teachers were giving out more
SWAG Tags during this time based on our SWAG Tag spreadsheet, so why the decline in
percentage? The decrease most likely had to do with all students being in school during April
compared to November. During November, our school was hybrid, and classes had half the
number of students as they had in April. By default, this increased the likelihood that each
student would receive a SWAG Tag from a teacher or staff member; therefore, in April, when
the second District PBIS Walkthrough occurred, students were less likely to have received a
SWAG Tag due to the increased number of students in school.

170

PBIS Self-Assessment Survey - May
To gather summary data regarding the effectiveness of our second improvement science
intervention, our team issued a third PBIS Self-Assessment Survey for staff members to
complete. We sent this survey while our SWPBIS team completed the final TFI on May 11,
2021. We compared this PBIS Self-Assessment Survey to the second PBIS Self-Assessment
Survey conducted on January 31, 2021, to determine our team's progress towards fidelity
implementation of SWPBIS during the second improvement science cycle. Like the decrease in
respondent participation between the first and second PBIS Self-Assessment Survey, the third
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey had twenty-nine respondents. Table 17 compares the current
status means of the three separate PBIS Self-Assessment Surveys for each behavior support
system: school-wide, non-classroom settings, classroom settings, and individual student systems.
Appendix 20 displays the full results of the May PBIS Self-Assessment Survey compared to the
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey given in January.
Table 17
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – Current Status
Behavior Support Systems

September 25, 2020, PBIS
Self-Assessment Survey

January 31, 2021, PBIS
Self-Assessment Survey

May 11, 2021, PBIS
Self-Assessment Survey

School-wide systems

1.43

1.29

1.43

Non-classroom settings

1.41

1.41

1.38

Classroom settings

1.45

1.42

1.50

Individual student systems

1.40

1.44

1.54

Note: I considered means above 1.6 as areas of concern for individual survey items. I used this to discuss the means
of each behavior support system within the PBIS Self-Assessment Surveys.

A mean for any individual survey item, or the entire behavior support systems, equal to
1.5 correlates to the system being “in-place” or “partially in-place.” I used a mean of 1.6 as the
threshold to acknowledge areas of concern because this mean indicates the feature or system falls
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closer to “partially in-place” than “in-place.” Although individual survey items regarding the
current status of PBIS behavior support systems increased, when we look at the means for each
of the four systems, all remained below the 1.6 threshold.
For the school-wide behavior support system, two items increased from below a mean of
1.6 to above this number. Table 18 displays these two features and the change in means between
the January PBIS Self-Assessment Survey and the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey. May.
Table 18
PBIS Self-Assessment School-wide Features That Increased Above a Mean of 1.6
PBIS Self-Assessment Feature

January 31, 2021

May 11, 2021

Feature 6

Current Status: 1.38
Priority for Improvement: 1.43

Current Status: 1.64
Priority for Improvement: 1.71

Feature 14

Current Status: 1.59
Priority for Improvement: 1.48

Current Status: 1.89
Priority for Improvement: 1.86

The second behavior support system, non-classroom settings, on the PBIS SelfAssessment Survey in May had no features survey above a mean of 1.6 regarding the current
status of implementation; however, two items went from being above this mean on the second
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey in January to below this number in May. Table 19 compares the
January and May PBIS Self-Assessment Survey results for these features.
Table 19
PBIS Self-Assessment Non-Classroom Setting Features That Decreased Below a Mean of 1.6
PBIS Self-Assessment Feature

January 31, 2021

May 11, 2021

Feature 20

Current Status: 1.76

Current Status: 1.58

Feature 27

Current Status: 1.62

Current Status: 1.34

Our action plan addressed the teaching of school-wide expected student behaviors in nonclassroom settings. Additionally, we created signs to hang around the school displaying our
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school-wide expectations for various settings. We also used an empty bulletin board to display
these expectations along with students’ names and pictures who had won SWAG Tag drawings
and received other recognitions via our acknowledgment system. Lastly, our lead principal
announced our school-wide expectations every morning and evening during announcements.
Improvement of staff involved in managing non-classroom settings (Feature 27) resulted from
the overall improvement of our non-classroom systems governing SWPBIS.
The classroom setting behavior support system saw nearly every feature on the survey
increase and two increase to a mean above 1.6 from previous means below this mark. Feature 32
increased from a mean of 1.50 to 1.81 regarding the current implementation status and increased
from a mean of 1.50 to 2.0 regarding the feature’s priority for improvement. Feature 33 also
increased from a mean of 1.43 in January to 1.70 in May for the current implementation status
and from a mean of 1.33 to 1.80 in terms of the feature’s priority for improvement during the
same period. Feature 36 was the only survey item above a 1.6 mean on the January PBIS SelfAssessment Survey for the classroom setting behavior support system, and this feature decreased
from a 1.82 mean in January to 1.65 in May.
I expected many features, including problem behaviors receiving consistent consequences
(Feature 32) and consistent school-wide expectations (Feature 33), to increase significantly due
to the drastic changes from the second PBIS Self-Assessment Survey to the third. Our team was
pleased to see the efforts our school district had put into improving our students’ academic
success had been working. SWPBIS team members participated in school events to improve
student learning, such as Friday School, Spring Break School, and Extended Day Services.
Lastly, three features within the individual student behavior support systems had a mean
above 1.6. Two of these features had a previous mean above this mark but increased further
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toward being only partially in place. Table 20 displays the features and the means on the January
and May PBIS Self-Assessment Survey for the current status of implementation and the priority
for improvement.
Table 20
PBIS Self-Assessment Individual Student System Features That Increased Above a Mean of 1.6
PBIS Self-Assessment Feature

January 31, 2021

May 11, 2021

Feature 40

Current Status: 1.21
Priority for Improvement: 1.25

Current Status: 1.63
Priority for Improvement: 1.73

Feature 43

Current Status: 1.64
Priority for Improvement: 1.71

Current Status: 1.65
Priority for Improvement: 1.76

Feature 44

Current Status: 1.92
Priority for Improvement: 1.88

Current Status: 1.96
Priority for Improvement: 1.96

The SWPBIS team did not foresee the response time to students who presented choric
problem behaviors (Feature 40) rising in mean. Survey questions producing unexpected results
need to be explored more in-depth through communication with teachers and other stakeholders
to determine the rationale behind the survey mean. The SWPBIS team did a fantastic job
improving family and community involvement in school PBIS events, particularly SWPBIS
meetings. We did not publicize this to our staff members, and they would not have known
otherwise, which may explain the slight decrease in the current implementation status. We could
not address formal opportunities for families to receive training on behavioral support/positive
parenting strategies. We may address this feature in our third action plan to guide improvement
cycle three in the Fall of 2021.
Table 21 displays the priority for improvement means of all four behavior support
systems for each of the three PBIS Self-Assessment Surveys conducted throughout this
improvement science dissertation.
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Table 21
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – Priority for Improvement
Behavior Support Systems

September 25, 2020, PBIS
Self-Assessment Survey

January 31, 2021, PBIS
Self-Assessment Survey

May 11, 2021, PBIS
Self-Assessment Survey

School-wide systems

1.48

1.36

1.56

Non-classroom settings

1.46

1.26

1.52

Classroom settings

1.56

1.46

1.58

Individual student systems

1.45

1.44

1.60

Note: All means for the four behavior support systems remained below the 1.6 mean threshold except for individual
student systems on the May 11, 2021, PBIS Self-Assessment Survey.

Appendix 21 displays the third PBIS Self-Assessment conducted on May 11, 2021. There
were 18 items with a mean above the 1.6 mean threshold on the May 11, 2021, PBIS SelfAssessment Survey, indicating a priority for improvement closer to medium than low. Though
the data from the three PBIS Self-Assessment Surveys, particularly the most recent survey
conducted on May 11, 2021, exhibited widespread increases in mean for features’ current
statuses and priority for improvement, most of the feature means for the four behavior support
systems remained below 1.6.
Tiered Fidelity Inventory
The Spring TFI window officially opened on March 29, 2021, and it remained open until
May 31, 2021. To complete the official TFI, the SWPBIS team logged in to the PBIS
Assessment section of PBISApps.org. PBISApps is a not-for-profit organization whose mission
is to support educators create more effective, equitable learning environments for all students
using high-quality data systems (Educational and Community Support, PBISApps, 2021). In
addition, SWIS, our behavior management system, is on the PBISApps website. This system
allows schools to track student behavior data by race, gender, and so forth (Educational and
Community Support, PBISApps, 2021).
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In our last meeting of the 2020-2021 school year, on May 11, 2021, our SWPBIS team
discussed each SWPBIS Feature and assessed our current status for each. Scores on the TFI
range from zero to two, zero being not in place, one representing partially in place, and two
signifying the school and team is currently practicing that feature. I did not facilitate the
completion of the TFI; instead, I participated in group discussions like all other SWPBIS team
members. We discussed our scores and remained committed to being forthcoming and
transparent as a group. After our discussions and subsequent TFI completion, RHS had
successfully implemented SWPBIS with 90% fidelity. This increase in fidelity represented an
83% change from our initial TFI score of 7% in June and a 17% increase from our second TFI
score of 73% in December.
PBIS Recognition of Fidelity Standards
To achieve gold recognition for implementing PBIS Fidelity Standards, a school must
meet a plethora of criteria included on the Recognition of Fidelity Standards Checklist. The
checklist includes SWPBIS, and systems and processes considered Tier 2 and Tier 3. The focus
of this improvement science dissertation is the fidelity implementation of SWPBIS. However,
while the SWPBIS team implemented Tier 1, I helped our behavior interventionist, Mr. Shear,
and academic interventionist, Ms. Grey, implement Tier 2 and Tier 3 PBIS Systems. Before
becoming the SWPBIS coach, Mr. Shear and Ms. Grey had already implemented PBIS Tier 2
and Tier 3 with fidelity at RHS. We did not consider these support systems, such as checkin/check-out, mentoring, behavior intervention plans, and use of wraparound services, as PBIS
due to the absence of Tier 1. Therefore, we met the criteria to achieve gold recognition regarding
Tier 2 and Tier 3 PBIS Fidelity Standards more quickly and with less change.
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Schools seeking recognition based on their implementation of PBIS Fidelity Standards
must complete a checklist (Appendix 23). We sent the scores on this checklist to our regional
affiliate for PBIS. This affiliate then confirms the items indicated on the checklist are present at
the school requesting recognition. Once confirmed, this organization sends a recognition
application to MWPBIS, which acts as a hub for the Center on PBIS, a national technical
assistance partnership funded by the US Department of Education. First time schools receive a
banner for their fidelity implementation of PBIS after MWPBIS receives their application.
I sent our regional affiliate the checklist in Appendix 23, indicating RHS had met all
PBIS Gold Level School requirements. In addition, our SWPBIS team had to show evidence of
an action plan and meeting agendas/minutes to achieve gold status. We placed these items within
our SWPBIS folder accessible to our District’s PBIS Behavior Coach, who helps facilitate the
recognition process. We also used SWIS to run a year-end data report showing student triangle
data. Triangle data provides the number of students per grade level having a particular number of
major office discipline referrals: (a) 0-1, (b) 2-5, and (c) 6+. To achieve recognition, we had to
have 80% or greater of all students having between zero and one office discipline referrals; 5%–
15% of all students having two to five office discipline referrals; and less than 5% of students
having six or more office discipline referrals. RHS had 96.98% of all students having between
zero and one office discipline referrals, 3.15% having between two and five, while only 0.19% of
our students had more than six office discipline referrals. Again, the increased number of
students attending school in person skewed the results of our PBIS Self-Assessment Survey.
To achieve gold status, SWPBIS (Tier 1) had to score at least a 90% on the TFI, whereas
our TFI at Tier 2 had to be at least 80% and the TFI at Tier 3 at least 70%. RHS obtained 90% on
the TFI at Tier 1, 83.3% on the TFI at Tier 2, and 81.3% on the TFI at Tier 3. Lastly,
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documentation of out-of-school suspension rates must show 7.0 or fewer out-of-school
suspension events occurred per 100 students. Using SWIS, we confirmed we had met this
benchmark. Only 1.82 out-of-school suspension events occurred per 100 students, which was
well below the 7.0 allowed by the Recognition of Fidelity Standards Checklist. Also, the number
of days of out-of-school suspension events per 100 students and the total number of out-ofschool suspension events during the 2020-2021 school year at RHS was 12.48 days of out-ofschool suspension, and 130.5 days total out-of-school suspension resulting from 19 events and
14 students.
Summary
Our team successfully implemented most of our second action plan with fidelity. We
added four students, three parents, and multiple community stakeholders to our group. These
individuals attended monthly meetings starting in February and remained consistent participants
throughout the year. One community member was the director of a local organization providing
free counseling and community services to students and families in the area community. She
offered insights about ways to help our students and teachers who experience mental health
issues and intellectual disabilities. At the May meeting, she provided us with cards listing every
community resource available to students and their families within our region. The SWPBIS
distributed the cards throughout the school.
Parents offered insights into their students’ struggles while learning throughout the
pandemic. Frequently, these conversations revolved around mental health and the necessity of
getting our students back in school. Our students were quick to praise the work of our teachers.
Showing incredible maturity, each student member contributed a wealth of information on what
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our school was doing well to provide a safe learning environment while also offering suggestions
on growth areas.
Our team successfully created SWAG signs and hung them around the school. These
signs listed each of the four school-wide expectations and were context specific. They described
the four school-wide expectations based on specific locations around the school. Our bulletin
board was a huge success as well. We updated this board weekly with new SWAG Tag winners
and the student/teacher of the month. The ability for students to see their classmates rewarded for
meeting school-wide expectations fostered motivation in our student body and they desired
rewards themselves. This increased student participation in SWPBIS, and the number of students
given SWAG Tags increased drastically. Lastly, our principal announced our school-wide
expectations each morning and afternoon, increasing the number of students and staff members
who knew our school-wide expectations, as evidenced by our second District PBIS Walkthrough.
I felt as though the most significant impact on our school’s culture was incorporating
proactive and restorative practices into our discipline policies. As described in greater detail
above, the effectiveness of these conversations with students had profound effects on their selfawareness and allowed them the time to reflect on their actions. Repeated offenses occurred very
few times after we implemented our restorative meetings with students.
Our team provided additional professional development to faculty members; however, we
did not provide as much as we anticipated. The plan was to incorporate PBIS professional
development at each faculty meeting; however, these meetings often ran long, and we had to cut
the SWPBIS section of the agenda from the meeting. However, we did present information at
multiple faculty meetings after creating our second action plan. We provided details regarding
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school-wide behavior data and classroom-management strategies that teachers could use in their
classrooms during these presentations.
The only action item we could not expand was item 1.4, Teaching Expectations. We
began implementing SWPBIS with videos modeling our SWAG expectations and school
procedures; however, we had hoped to provide additional lessons on the importance of our
school-wide expectations. The two members assigned to this feature had great intentions but
became too busy teaching their classes to create a lesson for teachers to facilitate during the
second improvement science intervention cycle. In addition, with the limited amount of
instruction our students were getting weekly, we hated to infringe on that time by asking teachers
to teach a lesson outside their content area. Appendix 22 displays the complete results for all
three-Tiered Fidelity Inventories.
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CHAPTER 5. INTERVENTION FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS
In a study analyzing federal discipline data from the 2015-16 school year for nearly every
district in the country, the Center for Civil Rights Remedies at the UCLA Civil Rights Project
and the Learning Policy Institute found Black students disproportionately lost instructional time
in the classroom due to out-of-school suspension (Losen et al., 2015). In addition, in a study
controlling for poverty and race, Skiba (2014) found that lower-suspending schools had higher
achievement rates. Based on this research and after discovering that RHS suffered from
significant discipline disproportionality, I determined racial disparities in discipline would be my
problem of practice for this dissertation. After deciding upon racial disparities in discipline as my
problem of practice, I then conducted a root cause analysis with the teachers and staff members
at RHS. This root cause analysis determined the context-specific conditions leading to discipline
disproportionality. The root cause literature review further helped me choose SWPBIS as the
intervention of choice to improve the problem of practice at RHS.
Historically, research has shown SWPBIS improves racial disparities in discipline
(Vincent et al., 2015; Blake et al., 2011; Blake et al., 2015; Gregory et al., 2016; Vincent et al.,
2015; Monroe, 2005; Gonzalez, 2015; Gregory et al., 2015; Jain et al., 2014). Though COVID19 affected my ability to measure the direct impact of SWPBIS on discipline disparities at RHS,
I used the improvement science framework to implement SWPBIS and answer the following
research question: How can a Title 1 high school improve school-wide behavior systems? Within
this research question, I embedded four additional research questions to help facilitate my work:


How does implementing SWPBIS using the improvement science model in a Title I high
school impact teacher perceptions of school-wide behavior systems?
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How does implementing SWPBIS using the improvement science model in a Title I high
school impact school-wide behavior systems?



How does implementing SWPBIS using the improvement science model in a Title I high
school impact students’ and teachers’ knowledge of school-wide behavioral
expectations?



How does implementing SWPBIS using the improvement science model in a Title I high
school impact student behavior outcomes?
The Improvement Science Process
As part of my theoretical framework, the principles of improvement science guided the

work throughout this improvement science dissertation. Though Bryk and colleagues (2017)
identified six improvement science principles, I relied more heavily on only four. Table 22
highlights these four improvement science principles and how they guided my work. These
improvement science principles helped me determine my problem of practice, the root causes
creating this problem, and interventions to improve the problem. In addition, the principles of
improvement science were paramount in identifying measures to determine key outcomes of this
research.
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Table 22
How I Used the Improvement Science Principles to Guide My Dissertation
Improvement Science Principles

Steps Used to Guide Research

Making the Work Problem-Specific and User-Centered






See the System That Produces the Current Outcomes






Examined previous data to define a problem of
practice
Identified problem of practice (racial disparities in
discipline)
Sought to understand root causes and make work
user-centered by interviewing and surveying
teachers (Root Causes Analysis – Chapter 2)
Identified how the problem of practice affects the
students at RHS (Chapter 3)
Created a fishbone diagram to explore the
potential root causes of discipline
disproportionality at RHS
Created a systems improvement map to represent
what we learned through discussions about how
the institution was organized to carry out the work
(Bryk et al., 2017).
Created a working theory of improvement to guide
my interventions

We Cannot Improve at Scale What We Cannot
Measure



Identified the process measures, balancing
measures, and outcomes measures that I would use
to inform my work throughout the intervention
cycles and help determine whether or not the
improvement science model was useful in
implementing SWPBIS.

Disciplined Inquiry to Drive Improvement



Used an iterative process to focus on improving
my problem of practice (racial disparities in
discipline)
Implemented intervention cycles that followed the
PDSA model to guide learning and improvement
Deployed rapid tests of change by implementing
SWPBIS using a working theory of improvement
Collected and analyzed data from each cycle of
improvement using process, balancing, and
outcome measures.
Based on the data, the SWPBIS team made
changes to the SWPBIS implementation process
and reimplemented this intervention in cycle two.






As stated previously, the principles of improvement science guided my work throughout
this dissertation. After identifying a problem of practice at RHS, I used an improvement science
tool, the fishbone diagram, to help synthesize my literature review from Chapter 2. The fishbone
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diagram helped me analyze the potential root causes and primary drivers of disproportionate
discipline at RHS. Using the information organized by the fishbone diagram in Figure 20, I
created the survey that facilitated my root cause analysis in Chapter 2. I used this measure to
determine context-specific root causes of racial disparities in RHS discipline.
Figure 20
Fishbone Diagram from Chapter 2

After determining the root causes of disproportionate discipline at RHS, I mapped the
systems producing these racial disparities in discipline. Systems mapping helped me focus on the
practices that created the current outcomes at RHS and identify potential ways to improve them.
Creating a systems improvement map (Figure 21) helped me analyze why the current outcomes
producing racial disparities in discipline were occurring at RHS.
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Figure 21
Systems Improvement Map

I created the fishbone diagram and systems improvement map to challenge our thinking.
These improvement science tools sparked conversations among the SWPBIS team as to where
and how we could introduce effective changes (Bryk et al., 2017). In addition to creating a
fishbone diagram and systems improvement map, I facilitated the formation of a driver diagram
with the help of the SWPBIS team. Driver diagrams are an additional improvement science tool
used to illustrate a theory of improvement. The driver diagram depicted in Figure 22 served as a
visual display of the SWPBIS teams’ theory of what drives the achievement of the aim of the
dissertation. In addition, this driver diagram was a helpful tool to communicate the aim of this
dissertation with other stakeholders within RHS.
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Figure 22
Driver Diagram

These thought-provoking improvement science tools led to creating a working theory of
improvement (Figure 23). Hinnant-Crawford (2020) defined a theory of improvement as "a
localized theory that explains the why and how of a particular intervention considering the
system that is producing the problem, the knowledge of those who will implement the
intervention, and general theories and empirical research on the problem" (p. 117). My theory of
improvement identified the problem of practice, the intervention, the aim, and the primary
drivers contributing directly to achieving the aim. The actual theory of improvement, identified
at the bottom of Figure 23, states the hypothesis for this dissertation.
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Figure 23
Theory of Improvement
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To facilitate the implementation of this Theory of Improvement, we deployed rapid
cycles of improvement. These improvement cycles, otherwise known as PDSA cycles, are fourstage problem-solving models used for improving a process or carrying out change. We learned
fast and improved quickly by using PDSA cycles to implement SWPBIS. Figure 24 displays the
PDSA cycle used to facilitate the implementation of Intervention 1.
Figure 24
PDSA Cycle - Intervention 1
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Each PDSA cycle allowed me to carry out rapid tests of change by first articulating a
hypothesis and then implementing SWPBIS using a working theory of improvement. Figure 24
depicts the PDSA cycle for the first intervention. At the end of cycle one, I collected and
analyzed the above improvement measures. Based on the data, I adjusted my intervention
accordingly and then reimplemented a modified SWPBIS during the second improvement
science cycle. The second PDSA cycle, pictured in Figure 25, was adapted based on the changes
made using the data collected and analyzed from Intervention 1.

189

Figure 25
PDSA Cycle - Intervention 2

Research design is essential but having measures in place to evaluate improvement is
essential. Thus, we developed measures that accurately evaluated the effects of these
improvement science tools on SWPBIS implementation. Measurement for improvement differs
from traditional academic research by informing efforts to change and emerges from the working
theory of improvement. Thus, measurement for improvement operationalizes the theory of
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improvement and uses measurement to inform improvement. Specifically, I defined process,
balancing, and outcome measures to guide my theory of improvement and dissertation in
practice. In my work, I used the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey and the District PBIS
Walkthrough to measure fidelity and minimalize process variation. In addition, the Tiered
Fidelity Inventory and PBIS Recognition of Fidelity Checklist evaluated overall success. Table
23 lists each improvement science measure used throughout this dissertation in practice.
Table 23
Measures Used Throughout Dissertation
Measurement for Improvement

Measures Used Throughout Dissertation

Process Measures:
A measure that feeds back valuable information about
how specific processes being tested are performing
under different conditions (Bryk et al., 2017, 186-187).







PBIS Self-Assessment
SWPBIS Team Implementation Checklist
SWPBIS Team Meetings
District PBIS Walkthrough
Unofficial Tiered Fidelity Inventory Checklist





PBIS Self-Assessment Survey
District PBIS Walkthrough
SWPBIS Team Meetings




Official Tiered Fidelity Inventory
PBIS Recognition Checklist/Reward

Balancing Measures:
A measure that helps improvers keep an eye on the
other parts of the system that are not currently the
target of improvement but nevertheless may be
affected by the changes being pursued (Bryk et al.,
2017, 186-187).

Outcome Measures:
A measure that operationalizes the aim statement in the
driver diagram. These data provide a way of assessing
whether progress is being made on the specific
problem to be solved. Accountability measures are
often used here (Bryk et al., 2017, 186-187).
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Lessons Learned
As mentioned previously, improvement science is an approach to solving adaptive
challenges involving multiple tests of small changes that can cumulatively result in larger-scale
systematic changes (Cohen-Vogel et al., 2015). Improvement science is an applied science
relying on implementation cycles to solve adaptive challenges. Adaptive challenges refer to
problems that are fluid and change with circumstances. Researchers do not solve adaptive
challenges through traditional approaches because they involve different views of the problem
and different perspectives on what might constitute a viable solution (Heifetz et al., 2009).
I learned numerous lessons about improvement science from my work conducted
throughout this dissertation. These lessons included the importance of (a) performing a root
cause analysis, (b) using multiple measures to gauge success, and (c) prioritizing the most
important actions.
Conducting A Root Cause Analysis
I learned that conducting a root cause analysis is the first pivotal step in the improvement
science process. Although I was able to identify the potential problem of racial disparities in
discipline at RHS through preliminary investigations and data analysis, my root cause analysis
allowed me to define this problem of practice clearly. Pivotal in this process was the formation
of a fishbone diagram. I found the fishbone diagram is the most useful improvement science tool
because it helps to clearly outline the root causes of the identified problem of practice. My
suggestion for anyone conducting action research using improvement science is they spend an
ample amount of time conducting a root cause analysis involving perceptions and opinions of
stakeholders because it is this portion of the improvement science process that dictates further
success.
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Using Practical Measures to Gauge Success
Bryk and colleagues (2017) defined measurement for improvement as “measurement that
informs efforts to change” (p. 92). They maintain that this type of measurement provides helpful
information for improving specific processes represented in a working theory of improvement. In
addition, they argue that improvement science must use practical measurement informing
improvement through embedding measures in the regular work of teaching and learning.
Within any improvement science dissertation, practical measures determine the success of an
intervention throughout the process of implementation. Therefore, researchers should collect
practical measures frequently and analyze them soon after their collection so the data can inform
the following steps (Hinnant-Crawford, 2020). During this improvement science dissertation, I
used three specific types of practical measures to determine the implementation fidelity of
SWPBIS (outcomes measures, process measures, and balancing measures).
The first practical measures used throughout this dissertation were outcome measures. I
used outcomes to determine if the steps to implement SWPBIS with fidelity were working.
Unfortunately, researchers evaluate outcome measures infrequently and often at the end of an
intervention cycle. Nevertheless, these measures are essential in determining the success of an
intervention and signifying what one needs to improve (Hinnant-Crawford, 2020).
The outcome measures I used for this improvement science dissertation in practice to determine
the effects of improvement science on the implementation of SWPBIS were the Tiered Fidelity
Inventory (TFI) and PBIS Recognition of Fidelity Standards Checklist. Both measures
determined the extent to which RHS had implemented SWPBIS with fidelity. The SWPBIS team
completed TFI three times during this improvement science dissertation in practice. We
completed the first TFI during the initial team training conducted during the summer of 2019,
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and we used this evaluation as a comparison point for the other two TFIs we gave at the end of
the first and second intervention.
Schools use the PBIS Recognition of Fidelity Standards Checklist to recognize schools
throughout the United States who implement PBIS with fidelity. Unfortunately, we only
completed this checklist once at the end of the school year in coordination with our district’s
behavior coach and area PBIS director. Therefore, it was not actionable in the sense that it did
not allow changes immediately and we did not use the data to measure fidelity along the way. It
did, however, help us determine if the steps we had taken throughout the school year and
improvement science interventions were successful.
Another type of practical measure I used throughout this dissertation in practice was
process measures. We collected these frequently and used to detect variation and deviation in the
process from what was desired (Hinnant-Crawford, 2020). Researchers use outcome measures to
inform their research of needed changes throughout the research process. On the other hand,
outcomes measures determine an intervention’s overall effects or success. The main process
measures used throughout this dissertation included the PBIS Self-Assessment Surveys and the
District PBIS Walkthroughs. I gave the PBIS Self-Assessment Surveys to permit the SWPBIS
team to measure the status and need for support of four behavior support systems: (a) schoolwide discipline systems, (b) non-classroom management systems, (c) classroom management
systems, and (d) systems for individual students engaging in chronic problem behaviors. I used
the District PBIS Walkthroughs to gauge how well teachers and students knew the school-wide
behavioral expectations through a series of interview questions. In addition, these process
measures measured my intervention’s prescribed content and delivery to identify areas needing
more attention (Carrol et al., 2007).
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The last type of practical measurement I used throughout this dissertation was balancing
measures. These measures help practitioners see if the change they have introduced was, in fact,
an improvement for the whole system or if it has cost the system (Crow et al., 2020, p. 108).
Whereas outcome measures reflect the overall success of an intervention and process measures
reflect how the processes and systems are operating, balancing measures help improvers keep an
eye on the other parts of the system that are not currently the target of improvement (Bryk et al.,
2017). I used the same measures for balancing measures as process measures, yet I analyzed
different information types. Instead of analyzing how well processes and systems were working
as balancing measures, the SWPBIS team was looking for whether or not the changes we made
were improving the whole system or having any unintended consequences.
Prioritizing the Most Important Actions
One of the most significant things about using improvement science was its ability to
prioritize improvement. Figure 26 illustrates the issues prioritized throughout this improvement
science dissertation.
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Figure 26
Prioritizing the Most Important Issues

I first prioritized the issues of my problem of practice, racial disparities in discipline, by
conducting a root cause analysis (Chapter 2). I learned throughout the process that before I could
prioritize the issues above, I first had to identify them. Therefore, prioritizing causes of racial
disparities in discipline was the purpose of the root cause analysis. Once I identified these root
causes, I then began investigating potential interventions I could implement to improve the root
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causes of racial disparities in discipline at RHS. After deciding on an intervention improve
discipline disproportionality, I began prioritizing actions and issues accordingly.
One lesson I learned when prioritizing actions and implementing SWPBIS to improve
racial disparities in discipline was the importance of gaining key stakeholder buy-in. Aside from
prioritizing the key issues, key members of the school organization had to give me authorize my
study. These stakeholders not only helped implement SWPBIS, but by championing the
importance of SWPBIS implementation at RHS to decrease discipline disproportionality, the
entire staff was more likely to prioritize key issues.
Secondly, it is not ideal to go from not prioritizing issues leading to racial disparities in
discipline to quickly identifying solutions. Therefore, we had to first provide information on
racial disparities in discipline at RHS as the rationale for implementing SWPBIS. Additionally,
we communicated to faculty and staff the negative effects of discipline disproportionality and
how the issues listed in Figure 26 would not only improve these disparities but improve student
outcomes.
Transformational Leadership
The leadership theory used to guide my work in this improvement science dissertation in
practice was the theory of transformational leadership. Table 24 illustrates how I used the
principles of Bass’ model of transformational leadership to guide leadership throughout this
dissertation.
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Table 24
Bass’ Model of Transformational Leadership and How It Served to Guide SWPBIS Implementation
Key Concept

Idealized
Influence

Definition

Individualized influence is a
leader’s ability to serve as a
role model for their followers
(McManus et al., 2018)

Concept Application

-

Inspirational
Motivation

Inspirational motivation can be
achieved by “expressing high
expectations of followers,
instilling in others a desire to
exert greater efforts, and giving
them meaning to work that
seeks higher goals or standards
(McManus et al., 2018, p. 321).

-

Intellectual
Stimulation

Intellectual stimulation requires
leaders to stimulate their
followers by challenging them
to enhance creativity and
innovation (Bass, 1985).

-

Individual
Consideration

Individualized consideration
reflects the time, thought, and
genuine concern for the needs
and feelings of their followers
(Bass, 1985).

-
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As a school leader, I modeled the importance of
SWPBIS and our school’s commitment to this work
by becoming our PBIS coach.
Scheduled and attended SWPBIS team training with
the rest of our school’s PBIS team to model the
importance of the group’s work.
Scheduled and led professional development.
Led SWPBIS team meetings and attended additional
professional development myself to increase
knowledge of PBIS practices.
Clearly defined PBIS team expectations during our
initial PBIS team training in terms of quality of work
and dedication to the task.
Shared data with the team around disproportionality
to create a common sense of urgency.
Developed a shared organizational belief around the
importance of decreasing discipline
disproportionality.
Recognized teachers for their outstanding work at
faculty meetings and district events.
Asked for staff input on all SWPBIS systems and
procedures.
Scheduled, attended, and helped facilitate initial
SWPBIS team training with the help of Midwest PBIS
and our district’s behavior coach.
Divided the work into different areas and distributed
leadership.
Allowed group members chose to work on areas that
were of greatest interest to them.
Created a culture creativity and innovation among
group members.
Completed staff check-in surveys every three weeks.
Embedded a teacher incentive program into our PBIS
acknowledgement matrix.
Implemented Food Truck Fridays for teachers.
Recognition of teachers nominated for the Golden
Dragon award by students.

Lessons Learned
Though I did not incorporate measures to determine the actual effects of transformational
leadership, namely those on the SWPBIS team, I learned multiple lessons regarding structuring
my leadership around the four behaviors described above. The first lesson I learned was the
importance of fostering faculty and staff buy-in when implementing any new system. Initially, I
had planned to use new teachers to fill membership on the SWPBIS team; however, after only a
couple of meetings, I realized that veteran teacher buy-in was lacking. Therefore, I re-formed the
SWPBIS team, including only veteran teachers, some of whom were department heads. This
simple change in team makeup fostered a much greater sense of buy-in by the entire faculty and
staff.
Secondly, I learned that by being willing to model and be involved in the processes of
SWPBIS implementation, buy-in and excitement from SWPBIS team members increased. As
enthusiasm increased, so did the quality of our discussions and deliverables created during
SWPBIS team meetings. As a result, I started modeling my commitment to implementing
SWPBIS at RHS during the initial team training on June 22-23, 2019. Involvement in creating
deliverables, leading team meetings, and presenting professional development to the entire
faculty continued throughout both intervention cycles.
Theory of Improvement
Hinnant-Crawford (2020) defines a theory of improvement as “a localized theory that
explains the why and how of a particular intervention considering the system that is producing
the problem, the knowledge of those who will implement the intervention, and general theories
and empirical research on the problem” (p. 117). Initially, I had to identify a problem of practice
before I could form a theory of improvement for Intervention 1. Once I identified racial
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disparities in discipline as my problem of practice, I considered the system producing this
problem to identify an intervention to improve it. Using the root cause analysis conducted in
Chapter 2, I determined teachers’ perceptions of student discipline and behavior. Additionally, I
better understood the systems and attitudes at RHS producing disproportionate disciplinary
practices. I then determined which particular intervention would suit RHS’s quest to decrease
racial disparities in discipline using this information.
After deciding on SWPBIS as the intervention I would introduce as a remedy to
disproportionate discipline practices, I then had to identify the essential system components most
directly impacted the aim of this research, which was to decrease discipline disproportionality at
RHS between Black and White male students. By evaluating (a) teachers’ perception of schoolwide behavioral systems, (b) teacher and student knowledge of behavioral expectations, (c) the
impact of SWPBIS on school-wide behavioral systems, and (d) the impact of SWPBIS on
behavioral outcomes, I hypothesized that I would be able to determine if improvement science
was a helpful framework for implementing SWPBIS at RHS. The theory of improvement
outlined in Figure 27 helped me facilitate Intervention 1 by providing a roadmap depicting the
problem of practice, intervention, primary drivers, and evaluation needs to assess the success of
SWPBIS implementation using improvement science.
After Intervention 1 was complete and data analyzed, I began making changes to my
intervention plan and reimplementing SWPBIS during Intervention 2. My second theory of
improvement emerged from Intervention 1’s results. The overall problem of practice remained
the same as above. However, the problem identified for the theory of improvement for
Intervention 2 changed. Instead of sticking with the original problem of practice to guide my
work throughout Intervention 2, I narrowed the focus to improving areas from Intervention 1
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scoring below fidelity on the TFI (0 or 1). Figure 27 highlights the differences between
Intervention 1 and Intervention 2 theory of improvement.
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Figure 27
Difference Between Intervention 1 and 2 Theory of Improvements

* Red letters correspond with changes made to my theory of improvement for Intervention 2.
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Intervention 2 focused on implementing SWPBIS to improve racial disparities in
discipline; however, I narrowed the focus based on results from Intervention 1. I used the TFI to
determine the impact of SWPBIS on school-wide behavioral systems and the overall
implementation of SWPBIS at RHS. Therefore, I decided to use this measure and the data
collected during Intervention 1 to help form my theory of improvement and narrow the focus of
Intervention 2.
The theory of improvement for Intervention 2 differs from Intervention 1 in the identified
problem and the primary drivers considered essential system components directly impacting the
aim of the intervention. Using the identified primary drivers, I formed hypotheses to predict the
outcomes of improving the implementation of these primary. Table 25 highlights the
Intervention 2 theory of improvement hypotheses based on implementing the primary drivers
with fidelity.
Table 25
Theory of Improvement Intervention 2 Hypotheses
If RHS…

Then…

1.

Establishes, defines, and teaches school-wide
positive behavior expectations…

Students will be able to monitor their own behaviors
based on a set of common school-wide expectations.

2.

Uses data to monitor, evaluate, and make decisions
about the next steps…

We can determine the effectiveness of the systems and
procedures we had put into place and make changes
accordingly.

3.

Implements procedures for encouraging expected
behaviors…

Students will be more encouraged to follow the schoolwide behavioral expectations.

4.

Announces the school-wide expectations during
the morning announcements daily and post signs
displaying our SWAG expectations throughout the
school….

We will see increases in the ability of students and
teachers to recite school-wide expectations.
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The biggest takeaway from the creation of the theories of improvements to guide my
work throughout both interventions was that using improvement science is iterative. Each round
of interventions should build on one another. Overarching problems of practice, such as racial
disparities in discipline, should remain intact, but focusing more narrowly on problems hindering
the implementation of the intervention is much more effective. The theory of improvement for
Intervention 2 helped me identify a focus based on data from Intervention 1 that was actionable.
The theory of improvement for Intervention 1 was vague, and therefore, its effects on the
implementation of SWPBIS were less profound. Unlike the theory of improvement for
Intervention 1, I found myself going back to my theory of improvement for Intervention 2 often
to make sure I was staying the course and on track to test the effects of my primary drivers.
Intervention Cycles Conclusions
This section will discuss the lessons I learned throughout the implementation of
intervention cycles 1 and 2. Both intervention cycles yielded useful information regarding
implementing any new intervention at the high school level. The lessons gained from
Intervention 1 revolve around forming a SWPBIS team, the team’s makeup, and the importance
of gaining buy-in early in the implementation process. The lessons learned from Intervention 2
deal more with the actual implementation of SWPBIS. For example, communication is vital to
every aspect of the implementation process, from teaching students and teachers the school-wide
behavioral expectations to providing quality professional development and information regarding
our SWPBIS systems and their effectiveness.
Additionally, the frequency of communication was vital, particularly when implementing
school-wide behavioral expectations. Also, Intervention 2 taught me I could not implement
school-wide interventions alone; it takes the cooperation and willingness to relinquish some
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aspect of control and let others help. Lastly, creating and implementing an acknowledgment
system used consistently was vital to the success of SWPBIS implementation during the second
intervention cycle.
Intervention 1 – Lessons Learned
As previously discussed, the lessons I learned regarding implementing any new schoolwide intervention, especially one dealing with improving behavior by changing the way we view
it, require significant buy-in from staff, faculty, and the students. Buy-in is a necessity before
wide-scale implementation can take place. Getting stakeholder buy-in is imperative for the
success of any new initiative.
During Intervention 1, based on the features of SWPBIS, I knew a high-quality team was
important. Initially, I thought new teachers needed something to belong to and would be
motivated to impact their new school positively, so I asked them to join the SWPBIS team. Keep
in mind, this was only my second year as assistant principal of RHS, and though my job
provided some authority, I chose not to lead by exercising this authority. Instead, I wanted to
lead by gaining the respect of others.
After a short time had elapsed, it was clear the individuals I had selected to be on the
SWPBIS team would be great to work with and dedicated to making SWPBIS work at RHS. I
began noticing that buy-in was not very strong with faculty and staff based on responses I would
get to emails regarding SWPBIS. Therefore, I decided to make a change and create a new
SWPBIS team. This time the team consisted of tenured teachers in the school community based
on their sustained quality of work. In addition, I added a mental health counselor, guidance
counselor, behavior interventionist, and academic interventionist, all of whom had worked at
RHS for at least ten years.
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This newly formed SWPBIS team was the team that attended the initial SWPBIS team
training and helped facilitate the implementation of SWPBIS throughout this intervention.
Though it may not seem like a significant change, the decision to fill the SWPBIS team with
veteran teachers and well-respected school members was the difference-maker in the initial rollout and implementation of SWPBIS. Therefore, the important lesson learned throughout the first
intervention cycle was to begin new school-wide initiatives (SWPBIS) requiring significant buyin from the staff and faculty, involving veteran teachers first. Once veteran teachers bought in,
the rest of the faculty and staff were likely to follow suit.
Intervention 2 – Lessons Learned
Intervention 2 was unlike Intervention 1 because we had data to analyze regarding the
initial implementation of SWPBIS at RHS. With the initial implementation of SWPBIS during
Intervention 1 at RHS, the only data we had were the TFI the SWPBIS team completed during
team training in June 2020. Therefore, the SWPBIS team began Intervention 2 with a greater
focus on improving the priority issues based on the TFI, District PBIS Walkthrough, and PBIS
Self-Assessment Survey. With that in mind, I learned very quickly during Intervention 2 that
prioritizing areas of implementation based on data was more successful in gaining buy-in and
sustaining fidelity of implementation than trying to implement the entire intervention at once.
Another lesson I learned throughout Intervention 2 was communication regarding
SWPBIS systems and their effectiveness was essential to sustaining buy-in. When we started
providing time during faculty meetings to offer professional development, ideas, and information
regarding SWPBIS, buy-in increased as reflected by the number of SWAG tags given out. The
increase in buy-in occurred when the SWPBIS team began communicating behavioral data and
implementation data from the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey. When the staff realized that

206

SWPBIS was working for them and also helping students, they were more willing to implement
it with fidelity.
Additionally, the frequency in which communication occurred regarding our school-wide
behavioral expectations was vital to improving our District PBIS Walkthrough scores and the
percentage of students and teachers who could state the meaning of the SWAG acronym. To
improve students’ and teachers’ knowledge of the school-wide behavioral expectations, we
increased the frequency in which we communicated these expectations and how we
communicated them. For example, the SWPBIS team asked our lead principal to read the
expectations to the entire school each morning during announcements. Additionally, we created
signs to hand around the school with our behavior expectations. Therefore, I learned sometimes
it is not just communication that matters; rather, it may be the type and frequency of the
communication that makes the difference.
Another lesson I learned throughout Intervention 2 was the commitment to the SWPBIS
acknowledgment system the SWPBIS team made at the beginning of the year was paramount.
Students and teachers needed to see students rewarded for following school-wide behavior
expectations. However, I also learned the students who were getting SWAG Tags for meeting
school-wide expectations did not follow the school-wide expectations as much. Teachers gave
these students SWAG Tags more often because it was more apparent when they were following
expectations, based on the fact they were also more likely not to follow the expectations. Though
this is the intention of SWPBIS, it appeared that students who always followed expectations
received fewer SWAG Tags. Therefore, I began sending emails to staff about recognizing all
students for meeting expectations. I suggested they keep a check sheet and try to catch each
student in their class following expectations once a week and reward them with a SWAG Tag.

207

Research Question Conclusions
In addition to discussing the lessons learned from Interventions 1 and 2, the following
sections will discuss my research findings pertaining to the research questions discussed in
Chapter 1. I will examine each question, and provide conclusions based on findings from the
research conducted throughout this dissertation. This section will also include a discussion of my
research conclusions about the two theories of improvement for each intervention and the impact
of each primary driver on Interventions 1 and 2.
One research question guided this improvement science dissertation in practice: How can
a Title 1 high school improve school-wide behavior systems? This question gave way to four
other sub-questions.


Research Question 1 - How does implementing SWPBIS using an improvement science
model in a Title I high school impact teacher perceptions of school-wide behavioral
systems?



Research Question 2 - How does implementing SWPBIS using an improvement science
model in a Title I high school impact school-wide behavioral systems?



Research Question 3 - How does implementing SWPBIS using an improvement science
model in a Title I high school impact students and teachers and knowledge of schoolwide behavioral expectations?



Research Question 4 - How does implementing SWPBIS using an improvement science
model in a Title I high school impact student behavior outcomes?

In the following sections, I will discuss my conclusions regarding each question from the first
improvement science cycle and provide data to support these conclusions.
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Research Question 1
For interventions 1 and 2, I sought to answer this research question by first implementing
SWPBIS using the improvement science model. In addition to implementing SWPBIS, I
measured teacher perceptions of SWPBIS systems by surveying teachers using the PBIS SelfAssessment Survey. This survey provided teacher perceptions of the systems governing
SWPBIS, their current status, and their priority for improvement. By collecting and analyzing
survey responses to this evaluation tool, I determined teachers’ perceptions of SWPBIS at RHS.
From this information, I made the following conclusions.
Intervention 1
Initially, I will discuss the conclusions drawn from research question one about the first
intervention. Intervention 1 included the initial rollout of SWPBIS and each assessment tool’s
initial use. Therefore, we made more significant gains during Intervention 1 regarding SWPBIS
implementation than throughout Intervention 2.
SWPBIS implementation using an improvement science model at a Title I high
school had a positive effect on teacher and staff perceptions on all but two behavior
support systems’ current statuses. I measured teacher perceptions of school-wide behavior
systems using the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey. I conducted the first PBIS Self-Assessment
survey on September 25, 2020, and the second on January 31, 2021. These two dates marked the
beginning and end of Intervention 1. RHS was composed of 80 certified employees and 23
classified employees. Of the 103 employees at RHS, 44 responded to the first PBIS SelfAssessment survey, and 32 responded to the second.
Regarding the current status of the four behavior support systems, school-wide systems
and classroom settings both improved. The non-classroom setting behavior support system and
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individual student system both increased on average regarding their current implementation
status, but only slightly. Table 26 depicts each behavior support system's mean and standard
deviation regarding the PBIS Self-Assessment Surveys. Though changes in how students
attended school frequently occurred throughout the first semester of school, teacher and staff
member perceptions of behavior support systems improved.
Table 26
PBIS Self-Assessment Behavior Support Systems
Behavior
Support System
September 25,
2020
January 31,
2021

M

SD

Non-Classroom
Settings
M
SD

1.43

.16

1.41

1.37

.12

1.44

School-wide

Classroom Settings

Individual Student
Systems
M
SD

M

SD

.16

1.45

.19

1.41

.24

.17

1.42

.17

1.44

.25

*M = Mean
**SD = Standard Deviation

SWPBIS implementation using an improvement science model at a Title I high
school did not improve individual student systems and non-classroom settings. As stated
previously, a decrease in the mean represents improved perceptions. Therefore, the increase in
individual student systems and non-classroom settings likely corresponds with the lack of teacher
control on variables dealing with these two behavior systems. Teachers may feel like they do not
have as much influence over non-classroom settings. Survey items such as the
physical/architectural features of the school, scheduling student movement, evaluation of
behavior and management practices, and active supervision in the non-classroom settings are all
outside the scope of a classroom teacher's daily routines and procedures. With that in mind, this
behavior support system may have scored lower between the two surveys in part because
teachers felt uninvolved in these systems. Item 27 scoring higher on the second survey than the
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first supports teachers' lack of involvement as the rationale behind lower scores on the nonclassroom setting section of the survey. Survey Item 27 states, "All staff are involved directly or
indirectly in the management of non-classroom settings."
The perceptions of individual student systems suggest teachers felt uninvolved or
uninformed with this aspect of SWPBIS. Specific support for students who engage in chronic
problem behaviors defines the individual student behavior system. Administrators or our Tier 2
and 3 teams manage most of these systems. Therefore, classroom teachers and others who
participated in this survey were not directly aware of these services. Moving forward, we should
increase communication regarding the services and supports offered to individual students,
specifically those who engage in chronic problem behaviors.
Intervention 2
As mentioned previously, drastic changes in the context of RHS and our in-school
student population plagued Intervention 2. Though these changes did hinder my ability to collect
results, due in part because student misbehavior was minimal throughout the first two PBIS SelfAssessment surveys; however, students had returned to school during the third survey. With the
increase in students attending in-person learning, discipline referrals increased. An increase in
student discipline referrals directly affected the May PBIS Self-Assessment survey scores.
Teacher perceptions of behavior support systems were difficult to evaluate. As
discussed above, the third PBIS Self-Assessment Survey results reversed track from the second
survey. The mean rating of each behavior support system, except for the current status of nonclassroom settings, decreased in the current implementation status and increased regarding
priority for improvement. Though SWPBIS may positively impact teachers' perceptions of
behavior support systems, I could not draw any valid conclusions based on the results from my
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research. Most behavior support systems improved from the beginning of Intervention 1 to the
end; however, the opposite happened between the end of Intervention 1 to the end of Intervention
2. With that said, the context of my research changed drastically from the end of Intervention 1
to the end of Intervention 2. Halfway through Intervention 2, students came back in person to
school. This increase of in-person students may have skewed my results, though I cannot say
with certainty.
Increased class size and increased student population in the school drastically
increased the number of referrals. When we welcomed students back for in-person instruction
via a hybrid learning schedule, class sizes were small, averaging 6-12 students per classroom.
However, when all students returned, aside from those who chose our virtual option, class sizes
went up drastically four days per week. The increase of in-person student attendance directly
corresponded to increased behavior referrals submitted by teachers. From the beginning of the
2020-2021 school year in August until the end of February (seven months), our school only had
40 behavior referrals. In the three months following, we had 113. The ability of teachers to
manage their changed as teachers became accustomed to instructing smaller groups. However, as
the number of students in each class changed drastically when students came back to school four
days per week, classroom behavior became more difficult for teachers to manage.
Research Question 2
To answer Research Question 2, I used the TFI to help determine the impacts of using
improvement science to implement SWPBIS at RHS. The TFI provides valid, reliable, and
efficient measures of the extent to which school personnel is applying the core features of
SWPBIS (Algozzine et al., 2019). I completed the TFI at RHS in coordination with the SWPBIS
team and our district’s PBIS coordinator. Algozzine and colleagues state “As a general rule, a
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score of 70% for each tier is accepted as a level of implementation resulting in improved student
outcomes.” Using these data, I assessed how well the SWPBIS team implemented SWPBIS at
RHS, in part due to using improvement science.
Intervention 1
Intervention 1 consisted of the SWPBIS team completing our initial TFI. We completed
the TFI during the initial SWPBIS team training with our district PBIS coordinator in June 2020.
Using the TFI allowed me to determine the impact of improvement science on SWPBIS
implementation. The TFI was also less affected by the changes in contexts at RHS because the
SWPBIS team completed it, and it includes fewer items that were perception-based, such as
scores on the District PBIS Walkthrough and the number of school suspensions.
Implementing SWPBIS using improvement science improved various systems
associated with SWPBIS. I measured the effect of implementing SWPBIS using improvement
science on school-wide behavior systems via the TFI. The SWPBIS team completed an initial
TFI during team training on June 22-23, 2020, and a second TFI on December 11, 2020, at the
end of Intervention 1. We scored ourselves as having only 7% compliance regarding SWPBIS
implementation on the first TFI. However, using the process measures described in previous
sections, we drastically improved our SWPBIS systems and procedures throughout the first
intervention cycle. As a result, we improved our scores on each of the three TFI’s. For example,
the team scored the initial TFI as 7% fidelity, 73% on the second, and finally 90% on the final
TFI. Table 27 compares these TFI scores.
To ensure this process was accurate, our district PBIS coach helped us score the TFI.
Specifically, we improved feedback and acknowledgment procedures, faculty involvement, and
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the use of discipline data to make informed decisions. We relied heavily on our District PBIS
Walkthrough and PBIS Self-Assessment Survey to make these changes.
Table 27
TFI Score Comparisons
Tier 1 Feature

Initial TFI Feature
Scores

Second TFI Feature
Scores

Final TFI Feature
Scores

1.1 Team Composition

0

1

2

1.2 Team Operating Procedures

0

2

2

1.3 Behavioral Expectations

1

2

2

1.4 Teaching Expectations

0

1

1

1.5 Problem Behavior Definitions

0

2

2

1.6 Discipline Policies

0

0

2

1.7 Professional Development

0

1

1

1.8 Classroom Procedures

0

1

1

1.9 Feedback and
Acknowledgements

0

1.10 Faculty Involvement

0

1.11 Student/Family/Community
Involvement

0

1.12 Discipline Data

1

2

2

1.13 Data-Based Decision Making

0

2

2

1.14 Fidelity Data

0

2

2

1.15 Annual Evaluation

0

2

2

Total score (30 points possible)

2/30

22/30

27/30

Percent SWPBIS Implementation

7%

73%

90%

2

2

2

2

0

2

Intervention 2
I also used the TFI to inform the effects of improvement science on SWPBIS
implementation. As mentioned above, the TFI results are not perception-based like the PBIS
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Self-Assessment Survey. Instead, the TFI included features that were direct and measurable. For
example, the TFI states that SWPBIS teams should consist of a Tier 1 systems coordinator, a
school administrator, a family member, and individuals able to provide (a) applied behavioral
expertise, (b) coaching expertise, (c) knowledge of student academic and behavior patterns, (d)
knowledge about the operations of the school across grade levels and programs, and for high
schools, (e) student representation. Therefore, a team either has this composition, or it does not.
With this in mind, the TFI was a more objective assessment of SWPBIS implementation than
any other measure we used.
Using improvement science and conducting rapid tests of change allowed for timely
intervention modifications to be made based on data. A critical aspect of the improvement
science model is that rapid tests of change allow researchers to focus on particular drivers that
lack fidelity. Using data collected from the first improvement science cycle, we were able to
identify five core features of SWPBIS lacking implementation fidelity. As a result, not only did
our TFI increase in fidelity from 7% at the beginning of this dissertation to 90% fidelity at the
end, but we also received gold-level recognition via the PBIS Recognition of Fidelity Standards
and Midwest PBIS. For this to occur, schools must meet a plethora of criteria, including seven or
fewer out-of-school suspension events per 100 students, and less than 5% of students have six or
more office discipline referrals. RHS only had seven suspension events the entire year, and only
two students had six or more referrals (.19%). Based on this data, the implementation of
SWPBIS using improvement science had an overall positive impact on behavior systems at RHS.
Research Question 3
To evaluate and answer research question 3, I relied on the District PBIS Walkthrough. I
used this evaluation tool twice, once per intervention cycle, by our district PBIS coordinator. The
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District PBIS Walkthrough evaluates students’ and teachers’ knowledge of the school-wide
behavioral expectations. It also evaluates whether or not teachers are teaching the school-wide
behavioral expectations and their use of our acknowledgment system.
Intervention 1
Throughout Intervention 1, as discussed above, in-person student attendance was
sporadic and changed often throughout the timeframe of this improvement science dissertation.
Knowing that students had not been attending school consistently for a long period of time, we
expected their ability to know the school-wide expectations to be low. With this in mind, the
percentage of students that knew our school-wide expectations was not lower than expected.
However, our teachers’ use of the school-wide acknowledgment system was good, judging by
the number of SWAG tags submitted weekly. Nevertheless, throughout Intervention 1, the
SWPBIS team realized that relying on only our acknowledgment system and teaching these
expectations in the classroom were not enough to facilitate student learning of the school-wide
behavioral expectations.
Relying on our acknowledgement system and teaching expectations in the classroom
helped students learn the school-wide behavioral expectations, but not to the extent we had
hoped. Using improvement science to implement SWPBIS at a Title I high school also increased
teacher and student knowledge of school-wide behavioral expectations. During intervention 1,
there was a drastic improvement from initially having no school-wide behavioral expectations.
Students and teachers performed well on a District PBIS Walkthrough conducted on November
11, 2020, that focused solely on the student and teacher knowledge of such expectations.
However, relying on our acknowledgment system and teaching school-wide expectations in the
classroom fell short of helping students know the school-wide expectations when asked. For
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example, only 23% of the students questioned on the first District PBIS Walkthrough could state
the school-wide expectations; however, 91% of the same students had received a SWAG TAG in
the past two months, which meant teachers were practicing SWPBIS acknowledgment systems. I
think this was because I sent emails once a week reminding teachers to recognize students who
were meeting school-wide behavioral expectations using SWAG Tags; however, I did not do the
same for reminding them to teach these expectations.
Intervention 2
The effect students coming back in person had on the PBIS Self-Assessment results and
teachers’ perceptions of SWPBIS systems was the exact opposite effect on our District PBIS
Walkthrough. The more time students spent attending in-person school, the more significant
impact the systems we had in place had on teaching students our school-wide behavioral
expectations. We also incorporated our school-wide behavioral expectations into daily morning
announcements and displayed posters around the school with the school-wide behavioral
expectations on them. These new efforts positively affected our students’ and teachers’ ability to
state the four-school-wide behavioral expectations, as evidenced by Table 28.
Announcing the school-wide behavioral expectations during morning
announcements in combination with displaying the school-wide behavioral expectations on
signs throughout the school increased students’ knowledge of the school-wide behavioral
expectations. Actions during our second improvement science cycle further increased our
students’ and teachers’ knowledge of school-wide behavior expectations. For example, when
creating our second action plan, the SWPBIS team decided we should appeal to both the visual
and auditory senses of teachers and students by creating signs to hang around the school and
announce the school-wide expectations each morning. Creating signs and making school-wide
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announcements were pivotal to the success of SWPBIS and the learning of behavioral
expectations. Table 28 illustrates the comparison of both District PBIS Walkthroughs and how
much student knowledge of behavioral expectations increased between the two.
Table 28
District PBIS Walkthrough Summary Table
Walkthrough
Dates

Staff Questions

Student Questions

What are the
(school rules)?
Record the # of
rules known.

Have you taught
the school
rules/behave
expectations to
students this
year?

Have you given
out any SWAG
TAGS in the
past 2 months?

What are the
(school rules)?
Record the # of
rules known.

Have you
received a
SWAG TAG in
the past 2
months?

11/11/20

85% (34/40)

90% (9/10)

100% (10/10)

23% (10/44)

91% (10/11)

4/20/21

86% (38/44)

100% (11/11)

100% (11/11)

65% (31/48)

83% (10/12)

Based on the data collected throughout this dissertation, our actions to help teachers and
students learn behavioral expectations were successful. Announcing the behavioral expectations
each morning during announcements allowed each student to hear our SWAG expectations daily.
The difference between the two walkthroughs was the attention placed on various methods that
appealed to teachers and students' visual and auditory senses.
Research Question 4
The final research question I used to guide my research sought to determine whether or
not SWPBIS affected racial disparities in discipline at RHS. Based on previous research
discussed throughout this dissertation regarding the positive effect of SWPBIS on
disproportionate discipline and the fact that increases in SWPBIS implementation fidelity
coincide with decreases in ODRs and other adverse behavioral outcomes, I concluded that
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implementing SWPBIS with fidelity would reduce discipline disparities between Black male
students and their White classmates. Based on the tools used to evaluate the success of SWPBIS
implementation throughout this dissertation, implementing SWPBIS using improvement science
resulted in high levels of implementation fidelity. Therefore, future years should improve racial
disparities in the discipline at RHS.
With that said, I could not accurately determine the actual effects of SWPBIS on
discipline disproportionality using ODRs. Therefore, I cannot say with certainty the
implementation of SWPBIS at RHS decreased discipline disproportionality during the duration
of this improvement science dissertation. However, in future years, given in-person school
resumes as it once did pre-COVID, I will be able to measure the impact fidelity implementation
of SWPBIS has on racial disparities in discipline between Black male students and their White
classmates.
Recommendations
Throughout my improvement science dissertation in practice, I learned many lessons
while collaborating with my SWPBIS team that will aid in the future implementation of
improvement science interventions. Below I will discuss recommendations for future research on
SWPBIS implementation using improvement science. These recommendations include lessons
learned in (a) developing a SWPBIS team, (b) determining measures in advance and using only
necessary measures, and (c) incorporating qualitative measures into the research design.
The first recommendation I would make to anyone using improvement science to solve
adaptive challenges within an organization is to strategically select individuals to be part of the
initial improvement team. Initially, I had planned to choose new staff members to be a part of my
SWPBIS team, thinking it would help them get involved in the school community; however,
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buy-in is vital as with any new initiative. After discussions with school leaders and teacher
leaders, it was evident some staff members would be reluctant to follow new staff members.
With this in mind, I reselected the SWPBIS team to include other school leaders (i.e., guidance
counselor, behavior and academic interventionist) and teacher leaders (department heads).
A second recommendation to those attempting to use improvement science to tackle
complex organizational challenges is to consider the amount of additional work required of
research participants. Developing measures in advance, creating a schedule for implementing
these measures, and then providing this information promptly to research participants was an
essential part of gaining buy-in throughout this dissertation. There can be too many measures to
analyze fidelity implementation and effectiveness of an intervention, so it is best to use only
high-impact measures. If these measures take staff input and time, there may be a dip in
participation during the latter stages of the improvement science process due to burnout. Each
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey saw a decrease in participation from the first, although this was
the only measure relying on staff input entirely.
Additionally, my team had to analyze the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey three times, the
District PBIS Walkthrough twice, the TFI three times, and the PBIS Recognition of Fidelity
standards once. I noticed a decline in the quality of our discussions later in the year, specifically
as we analyzed data from our third PBIS Self-Assessment. Though I tried to mitigate the time
staff spent on completing surveys, I neglected to use this same judgment and caution with my
SWPBIS team, which led to a bit of burnout. Therefore, researchers should prioritize data
collection based on consideration for the participants' time and recognize that attrition of
participants will occur over time.
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Once considered a variable that educational researchers could control, the COVID-19
pandemic taught us we should consider student attendance a possible variable in educational
research moving forward. To mitigate the effects unforeseen variables may have on educational
research, I recommend using qualitative measures in research design. Though Chapter 2 of my
dissertation consisted of a mixed-methods research design that included teacher surveys and
interviews, I evaluated Interventions 1 and 2 using mainly quantitative measures such as the
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey, District PBIS Walkthrough, and the TFI. Though technically
mixed-methods due to data gathered during discussions during SWPBIS team meetings, there
were no qualitative measures used to determine teachers' perceptions regarding the four
behavioral support systems, or the overall success of SWPBIS implementation.
During my dissertation, the context of the research setting changed drastically numerous
times. COVID-19 has shown educators we must now consider student attendance and class size
as control variables, not constants, to measure the effects of anything on behavioral outcomes.
Student attendance fluctuating as it did throughout this dissertation profoundly affected student
behavior. When students were not attending school in person, I could not measure the effects of
SWPBIS on behavior referrals at all. Additionally, when students were hybrid, and only onethird of the student population attended in-person instruction, comparing referrals for the 20202021 school year to past years did not produce reliable or valid results. Lastly, the changing
contexts and the number of referrals between no in-person school, hybrid instruction, and having
all students back in the building at once made it difficult to gather reliable data on teacher
perceptions of SWPBIS features. In order to gather this data reliably and with validity, the school
context would have had to stay consistent.
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With the above scenarios in mind, had I incorporated qualitative measures, specifically
teacher interviews, into Intervention 1 and 2, I would have equipped myself with more reliable
information to help draw conclusions. In addition, using qualitative measures would have
allowed me to highlight the change in context throughout the year and ask teachers their
perceptions on SWPBIS practices alone, excluding the behavior changes they were seeing due to
the change in the number of students attending in-person instruction. Therefore, I recommend
that anyone conducting action research incorporate qualitative measures into their evaluation
plans.
Limitations
The glaring limitation of this improvement science dissertation in practice was the
changes I had to make to my research due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The pandemic hit public
schools in Kentucky after implementing SWPBIS had begun during Intervention 1 of my
dissertation. During the initial planning stages of my research and root cause analysis, scientists
had not identified the first case of COVID-19. Likewise, United States citizens had never heard
of this virus. With the pandemic initially being a non-factor, I had planned to implement
SWPBIS at RHS to improve the racial disparities in discipline between Black male students and
their classmates. Unfortunately, in early January, a Washington state resident became the first
person in the United States with a confirmed case, and on March 16, 2020, Kentucky's public
schools closed for the remainder of the school year. Foreshadowing inconsistencies in school
attendance during the 2020-2021 school year, I changed the goal of my dissertation. I would still
focus on SWPBIS implementation; however, I would no longer measure its effects on discipline
disproportionality. Instead, the focus shifted to fidelity implementation of SWPBIS to achieve
gold-level recognition via the PBIS Recognition of Fidelity Standards. As discussed in detail
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above, the student population at Ridgewood fluctuated for the entire 2020-2021 school year,
changing four times because of orders by Kentucky's governor.
Improvement science is not void of limitations, either. Though the improvement science
model successfully fostered the implementation of SWPBIS at RHS, there were some
limitations. A potential limitation of using improvement science is the occurrence of subject bias.
Subject bias is "the phenomenon sometimes observed in an experiment in which participants in
an experiment who know (or think they know) the expected outcome act in a manner to try and
achieve that outcome or even try and confound the expected outcome" (Duignan, 2016, para. 1).
Given participants knew the research measures as a result of SWPBIS implementation, subject
bias may have impacted the reliability and validity of my research results.
Additionally, subject bias may have increased because I was an assistant principal at RHS
when this dissertation took place. As an administrator, I also directly supervised some teachers
that were participants in the study. Though I took steps to mitigate my position's effects on
research participants, I cannot say with certainty my role did not influence participants' actions
throughout the study.
Implications for Future Research
This dissertation aimed to implement SWPBIS and measure its effects on discipline
disproportionality between Black male students and their White classmates. However, I was not
able to measure the effects of SWPBIS on discipline disproportionality using ODRs; instead, I
had to draw conclusions based on the facts that previous research has proven SWPBIS improves
racial disparities in discipline, in addition to increased implementation fidelity of SWPBIS
correlating with decreases in adverse behavioral outcomes. Therefore, future research should
focus on how fidelity implementation of PBIS, using improvement science, affects racial
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disparities in discipline disproportionality using ODRs. Creating equitable discipline practices
through PBIS implementation that decrease discipline disproportionality could change policy and
practice nationwide. If one could create a blueprint for promoting a positive school culture that
sustained equitable discipline practices, all students would benefit, and achievement gaps may
also decrease.
Another area that should garner attention in future research is the effect of class size on
discipline referrals and a teacher’s ability to manage their classroom. In the first seven months of
school, there were only 40 discipline referrals, and teacher perceptions of behavior support
systems were positive. However, there were 113 discipline referrals in the three months
following, and teachers’ perceptions of behavior support systems drastically dropped. Most of
these referrals came from teachers’ classrooms. Teachers had started to struggle with classroom
management as soon as all students returned to in-person instruction and class size increased.
Therefore, future research into the effects of class size on discipline and classroom management
might yield valuable conclusions to help mitigate racial disparities in discipline.
Conclusion
Michael Fullan wrote, “Ultimately, success involves transforming ‘the culture of
learning’ and related changes in ‘the culture of equity (i.e., being attuned to the hidden barriers
that privilege some while disadvantaging others). Learning and equity together feed well-being.”
An educator’s role is to guarantee that all students have access to high-quality education,
addressing equity to ensure everyone has equal opportunities to learn. Unfortunately, this is not
the case in most high-poverty public schools around the nation. COVID-19 has widened
achievement gaps between some groups of students. Students living in poverty have seen these
gaps expand. In addition, school-level factors such as racial disparities in discipline and teachers’
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lacking cultural proficiency knowledge result in the removal of students from classes
disproportionately. Though these inequities were evident before the pandemic began, these
issues have grown more worrisome post-pandemic.
Schools punish Black male students more often, and more severely, for subjective
offenses than their White classmates for the same offenses. Additionally, schools are more likely
to suspend or expel Black male students from school than White classmates. Every child
deserves equal access to high-quality education and the opportunities to lead a successful life.
This is why we must be impatient for change.
I am proud of the work throughout this improvement science dissertation in practice. It
was not pretty at times, and not everything went as planned, but it was authentic. It exemplifies
what an educator is all about—when they face uncertainty and complex challenges, only to rise
to the occasion and find solutions. The work my team and I did to implement SWPBIS at RHS
laid the foundation for establishing equitable discipline practices. We implemented SWPBIS
with fidelity and earned gold-level status through the PBIS Recognition of Fidelity Standards.
We were also able to drastically improve our initial TFI score of 7% fidelity to 90%
implementation fidelity on our final TFI. Additionally, we improved our scores on the District
PBIS Walkthrough between October and April.
With these accomplishments in mind, adaptive challenges are complex, and what worked
today may not work tomorrow. We should remain vigilant in our quest to provide every student
with equal opportunities for success. The students we serve as educators deserve our best. This
includes federal and state governments, school districts, school leaders, teachers, and every other
stakeholder working diligently for students, to ensure that everyone is afforded the same
opportunities to be successful, especially despite their many differences.
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APPENDIX 3. ROOT CAUSE SURVEY SUMMARY STATISTICS
Table 1
Root Cause Survey Summary Statistics
Survey Question

O

Mean

SD

Min

Max

40

3.35

1.10

1

5

40

2.20

1.09

1

5

40

3.68

1.10

1

5

40

3.15

1.12

1

5

40

3.10

1.17

1

5

Q6. Physical aggression is getting worse in
this school.

40

2.25

0.75

1

4

Q7. Students from certain neighborhoods have
challenges in managing their own behavior.

40

3.53

.91

2

5

40

3.90

1.00

2

5

40

3.80

1.16

1

5

40

4.05

0.60

3

5

40

2.85

1.10

1

5

40

3.80

1.14

1

5

40

1.83

0.93

1

4

40

3.33

0.83

1

5

Q1. Zero tolerance policies deter
inappropriate student behavior.
Q2. There is really nothing a school can do if
students are not willing to take responsibility
for their behavior.
Q3. Economically disadvantaged students
require a different approach to discipline than
other students.
Q4. Students from certain neighborhoods
participate in troublesome behavior more than
others.
Q5. The majority of this school’s discipline
problems could be solved if we could only
remove the most persistent troublemakers.

Q8. Student behaviors are sometimes
misconstrued due to cultural disconnect
between student and staff at this school.
Q9. Students are often stereotyped in this
school.
Q10. I challenge my own implicit biases.
Q11. My school treats all students equitably.
Q12. The primary responsibility for teaching
students how to behave appropriately in
school belongs to parents.
Q13. New teachers are adequately prepared to
handle problems of misbehavior and
discipline.
Q14. I need additional resources to reduce and
prevent troublesome behavior.
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Q15. All teachers in this school hold all
students to high expectations.
Q16. Administrator perception of certain
types of students contributes the number of
suspensions handed to those groups.

40

2.30

1.04

1

5

40

2.90

1.02

1

5

Q17. Schools must take responsibility for
40
4.03
0.66
2
5
teaching students how to get along and behave
appropriately in school.
Note. Table 1 represents the summary statistics of various survey questions that yielded results that were useful in
determining context specific factors contributing to the discipline gap at RHS.
a
O = The number of observations or surveys completed
b
Mean = The average taken from 40 different survey responses, given the following Likert scale was used: 1 –
Strongly Disagree; 2 – Disagree; 3 – Neither; 4 – Agree; 5 – Strongly Agree
c
SD = Standard Deviation – the dispersion of a dataset compared to the mean. A standard deviation that is greater
than one correlates with a relatively high variation, whereas a standard deviation below one correlates with the
dataset having lower variation among answer selections.

270

APPENDIX 4. ROOT CAUSE SURVEY LIKERT ITEM PERCENTAGES
Table 2
Root Cause Survey Likert Item Selection Percentages
Likert Scale Items

Strongly
Agree
(5)

Agree (4)

Neutral
(3)

Disagree
(2)

Strongly
Disagree
(1)

12.5

42.5

17.5

27.5

2.50

7.50

7.50

2.50

60.0

22.5

Q3. Economically disadvantaged students require
a different approach to discipline than other
students.

22.5

45.0

12.5

17.5

2.50

Q4. Students from certain neighborhoods
participate in troublesome behavior more than
others.

12.5

25.0

35.0

20.0

7.50

Q5. The majority of this school’s discipline
problems could be solved if we could only remove
the most persistent troublemakers.

10.0

37.5

10.0

37.5

5.00

Q6. Physical aggression is getting worse in this
school.

0.00

10.0

40.0

45.0

5.00

Q7. Students from certain neighborhoods have
challenges in managing their own behavior.

12.5

42.5

30.0

15.0

0.00

Q8. Student behaviors are sometimes
misconstrued due to cultural disconnect between
student and staff at this school.

27.5

52.5

2.50

17.5

0.00

Q9. Students are often stereotyped in this school.

32.5

37.5

10.0

17.5

2.50

Q10. I challenge my own implicit biases.

20.0

67.5

12.5

0.00

0.00

Q11. My school treats all students equitably.

5.00

27.5

25.0

32.5

10.0

Q12. The primary responsibility for teaching
students how to behave appropriately in schools
belons to parents.

12.5

22.5

35.0

25.0

7.50

0.00

7.50

12.5

32.5

47.5

Survey Question
Q1. Zero tolerance policies deter inappropriate
student behavior.
Q2. There is really nothing a school can do if
students are not willing to take responsibility for
their behavior.

Q13. New teachers are adequately prepared to
handle problems of misbehavior and discipline.
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Q14. I need additional resources to reduce and
prevent troublesome behavior.

2.50

47.5

27.5

20.0

2.50

Q15. All teachers in this school hold all students
to high expectations.

5.00

10.00

12.5

55.0

17.5

Q16. Administrator perception of certain types of
students contributes to the number of suspensions
handed to those groups.

2.50

27.5

35.0

25.0

10.0

Q17. Schools must take responsibility for teaching
students how to get along and behave
appropriately in school.

22.5

62.5

12.5

2.50

0.00

Note. The data illustrated above represents Likert item percentages for the questions listed in the leftmost column.
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APPENDIX 5. SWPBIS TEAM MEMBERS, POSITIONS, AND ROLES

Table 3
Tier 1 PBIS Team Members, Positions, and Roles
Team
Members

Positions on Tier 1 Team

Roles

Administrator/PBIS
Coach

Provide support and PBIS expertise for the team.

Ms. Poe

Math Teacher/Reward
Specialist

Implement our rewards system for students and teachers who receive
SWAG Tags and follow school-wide expectations.

Mr. Shear

Behavior Interventionist

Provide ongoing behavioral supports and expertise, knowledge of
student academic and behavior patterns.

Ms. Grey

Academic Interventionist

Provide ongoing academic supports and expertise, Knowledge of
student academic and behavior patterns.

Ms. Crow

Guidance Counselor

Knowledge of school operations and schedules across grade levels and
programs.

Ms. Kemp

Mental Health Counselor

Provide mental health support and knowledge.

Ms. Graw

Special Education
Department Head

Provide knowledge and expertise regarding special education and
students who receive special education services.

Meeting Facilitator/Math
Teacher

Provides agenda items to minute taker and complete TIPS 2 Meeting
Protocol.

Ms.
Burrow

Minute
Taker/Recorder/Business
Teacher

Collects agenda items from facilitator; prepares TIPS 2 Meeting
Protocol form with Ms. Lawler, including content from Data Analyst’s
report, as appropriate.

Mr.
Gentry/Mr.
Indigo

Data Analyst/Math and
Science Teachers

Describes potential new problems with precision (What, Who, Where,
When, Why); provides data (e.g., SWIS BIG 5, Custom Reports)
concerning the frequency/rate of precisely-defined new problems;
provides update on previously-defined problems (i.e., precise problem
statement, goal, and timeline, frequency/rate for most recentlycompleted calendar month, direction change in rate since last report,
relationship to change goal); distributes Data Analyst’s Report to team
members; asks Facilitator to add potential new problems to agenda for
meeting.

Mr.
Michaels

Teacher Liaison

Surveys teachers regarding school culture and climate; acts as eyes and
ears for teachers’ collective voices.

Mr.
Roberts

Ms. Lawler
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APPENDIX 6. INITIAL TIERED FIDELITY INVENTORY – TIER 1

Table 4
Initial Tiered Fidelity Inventory – Tier 1
Possible Data
Sources

Tier 1 Feature and Definition
1.1 Team Composition
Tier 1 team includes a Tier 1
systems coordinator, a school
administrator, a family
member, and individuals able
to provide (a) applied
behavioral expertise, (b)
coaching expertise, (c)
knowledge of student academic
and behavior patterns, (d)
knowledge about the operations
of the school across grade
levels and programs, and for
high schools, (e) student
representation.



1.2 Team Operating
Procedures
Tier 1 team meets at least
monthly and has (a) regular
meeting format/agenda, (b)
minutes, (c) defined meeting
roles, and (d) a current action
plan.



1.3 Behavioral Expectations
School has five or fewer
positively stated behavioral
expectations and examples by
setting/location for student and
staff behaviors (i.e., school
teaching matrix) defined and in
place.





School
Organizational
Chart
Tier 1 team
meeting
minutes

Criteria
0=Not implemented; 1=Partially implemented;
2=Fully implemented

Score
0, 1,
2

0 = Tier 1 team does not exist or does not
include coordinator, school administrator, or
individuals with applied behavioral expertise
1 = Tier 1 team exists, but does not include all
identified roles or attendance of these members
is below 80%

0

2 = Tier 1 team exists with coordinator,
administrator, and all identified roles
represented, AND attendance of all roles is at or
above 80%







Tier 1 team
meeting
agendas and
minutes
Tier 1 meeting
roles
descriptions
Tier 1 action
plan

0 = Tier 1 team does not use regular meeting
format/agenda, minutes, defined roles, or a
current action plan

TFI
Walkthrough
Tool
Staff
handbook
Student
handbook

0 = Behavioral expectations have not been
identified, are not all positive, or are more than 5
in number

1 = Tier 1 team has at least 2 but not all 4
features

0

2 = Tier 1 team meets at least monthly and uses
regular meeting format/agenda, minutes, defined
roles, AND has a current action plan

1 = Behavioral expectations identified but may
not include a matrix or be posted
2 = Five or fewer behavioral expectations exist
that are positive, posted, and identified for
specific settings (i.e., matrix) AND at least 90%
of staff can list at least 67% of the expectations
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1

1.4 Teaching Expectations
Expected academic and social
behaviors are taught directly to
all students in classrooms and
across other campus
settings/locations.

0 = Expected behaviors are not taught





1.5 Problem Behavior
Definitions
School has clear definitions for
behaviors that interfere with
academic and social success
and a clear policy/procedure
(e.g., flowchart) for addressing
office-managed versus staffmanaged problems.



1.6 Discipline Policies
School policies and procedures
describe and emphasize
proactive, instructive, and/ or
restorative approaches to
student behavior that are
implemented consistently



1.7 Professional Development
A written process is used for
orienting all faculty/staff on 4
core Tier 1 SWPBIS practices:
(a) teaching school-wide
expectations, (b)
acknowledging appropriate
behavior, (c) correcting errors,
and (d) requesting assistance.



1.8 Classroom Procedures
Tier 1 features (school-wide
expectations, routines,
acknowledgements, in-class
continuum of consequences)
are implemented within













TFI
Walkthrough
Tool
Professional
development
calendar
Lesson plans
Informal
walkthroughs

1 = Expected behaviors are taught informally or
inconsistently

0

2 = Formal system with written schedules is
used to teach expected behaviors directly to
students across classroom and campus settings
AND at least 70% of students can list at least
67% of the expectations

Staff
handbook
Student
handbook
School policy
Discipline
flowchart

0 = No clear definitions exist, and procedures to
manage problems are not clearly documented

Discipline
policy
Student
handbook
Code of
conduct
Informal
administrator
interview

0 = Documents contain only reactive and
punitive consequences

Professional
development
Staff
handbook

0 = No process for teaching staff is in place

1 = definitions and procedures exist but are not
clear and/or not organized by staff- versus
office- managed problems

0

2 = Definitions and procedures for managing
problems are clearly defined, documented,
trained, and shared with families

1 = Documentation includes and emphasizes
proactive approaches

0

2 = Documentation includes and emphasizes
proactive approaches AND administrator reports
consistent use

1 = Process is informal/unwritten, not part of
professional development calendar, and/or does
not include all staff or all 4 core Tier 1 practices

0

2 = Formal process for teaching all staff all
aspects of Tier 1 system, including all 4 core
Tier 1 practices




Staff
handbook
Informal
walkthroughs
Progress
monitoring

0 = Classrooms are not implementing Tier 1
1 = Classrooms are informally implementing
Tier 1, but no formal system exists
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0

classrooms and consistent with
school-wide systems.



Individual
classroom
data

2 = Classrooms are formally implementing all
core Tier 1 features, consistent with school-wide
expectations

1.9 Feedback and
Acknowledgement
A formal system (i.e., written
set of procedures for specific
behavior feedback that is [a]
linked to school-wide
expectations and [b] used
across settings and within
classrooms) is in place and
used by at least 90% of a
sample of staff and received by
at least 50% of a sample of
students.



TFI
Walkthrough
Tool
Staff
handbook

0 = No formal system for acknowledging
students

01.10 Faculty Involvement
Faculty are shown school-wide
data regularly and provid1e
input on universal foundations
(e.g., expectations,
acknowledgements, definitions,
consequences at least every 12
months).



1.11
Student/Family/Community
Involvement
Stakeholders (students,
families, and community
members) provide input on
universal foundations (e.g.,
expectations, consequences,
acknowledgements) at least
every 12 months.

1.12 Discipline Data
Tier 1 team has instantaneous
access to graphed reports
summarizing discipline data
organized by the frequency of
problem behavior events by
behavior, location, time of day,
and by individual student.



1 = Formal system is in place and is used by at
least 90% of staff OR received by at least 50%
of students

0

2 = Formal system for acknowledging student
behavior is used by at least 90% of staff AND
received by at least 50% of students














PBIS SelfAssessment
Survey
Informal
Surveys
Staff meeting
minutes
Team meeting
minutes

Surveys
Voting results
from
parent/family
meeting
Team meeting
minutes

School policy
Team meeting
minutes
Student
outcome data

0 = Faculty are not shown data at least yearly
and do not provide input
1 = Faculty have been shown data more than
yearly OR have provided feedback on Tier 1
foundations within the past 12 months but not
both

0

2 = Faculty are shown data at least 4 times per
year AND have provided feedback on Tier 1
practices with the past 12 months
0 = No documentation (or no opportunities) for
stakeholder feedback on Tier 1 foundations
1 = Documentation of input on Tier 1
foundations, but not within the past 12 months
or input but not from all types of stakeholders

0

2 = Documentation exists that students, families,
and community members have provided
feedback on Tier 1 practices within the past 12
months
0 = No centralized data system with ongoing
decision making exists
1 = Data system exists but does not allow
instantaneous access to full set of graphed
reports
2 = Discipline data system exists that allows
instantaneous access to graphs of frequency of
problem behavior events by behavior, location,
time of day, and student
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1.13 Data-Based Decision
Making
Tier 1 team reviews and uses
discipline data at least monthly
for decision-making.

0 = No process/protocol exists, or data are
reviewed but not used





1.14 Fidelity Data
Tier 1 team reviews and uses
SWPBIS fidelity (e.g., SET,
BoQ, TIC, SAS, Tiered Fidelity
Inventory) data at least
annually.




1.15 Annual Evaluation
Tier 1 team documents fidelity
and effectiveness of Tier 1
practices at least annually
(including year-by-year
comparisons) that are shared
with stakeholders (staff,
families, community, district)
in a usable format.













Data decision
rules
Staff
professional
development
calendar
Staff
handbook
Team meeting
minutes

1 = Data reviewed and used for decisionmaking, but less than monthly

School policy
Staff
handbook
School
newsletters
School
website

0 = No Tier 1 SWPBIS fidelity data collected

Staff, student,
and family
surveys
Tier 1
handbook
Fidelity tools
School policy
Student
outcomes
District
reports
School
newsletters

0 = No evaluation takes place, or evaluation
occurs without data

2 = Team reviews discipline data and uses data
for decision-making at least monthly. If data
indicate a problem, an action plan is developed
to enhance or modify Tier 1 supports

1 = Tier 1 fidelity collected informally and/or
less often than annually

0

0

2 = Tier 1 fidelity data collected and used for
decision making annually

1 = Evaluation conducted, but not annually, or
outcomes are not used to shape the Tier 1
process and/ or not shared with stakeholders
2 = Evaluation conducted at least annually, and
outcomes shared with stakeholders, with clear
alterations in process based on evaluation

TOTAL SCORE out of 30:

Percent of PBIS Tier 1 Implementation:

2/30

7%
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APPENDIX 7. SWPBIS INTERVENTION 1 ACTION PLAN

Table 5
Tier 1 PBIS Cycle 1 Action Plan

Tier Core
Feature

Action/Activity

1.1
Team
Composition

Develop a Tier 1
PBIS team that meets
the criteria listed on
the TFI.

1.2
Team
Operating
Procedures

1.5
Problem
Behavior
Definitions

1.7
Professional
Developmen
t

Create a regular
meeting schedule for
PBIS Tier 1 Team.
Meeting shall include
an agenda, minutes,
defined roles, and a
copy of an action
plan.
Create a document
and share with staff
that lists all problem
behavior definitions –
also include a
discipline flowchart
on managing officemanaged vs. staffmanaged behaviors.

Develop a chart that
depicts the process,
location, and time for
teachers to orient
themselves with RHS
Tier 1 PBIS and
teach it to their
students.

Who is
responsible?

Mr. Roberts

Mr. Roberts

Mr.
Shear/Ms.
Grey

Ms. Poe/Mr.
Gentry

When
will it be
started?

06/01/20

07/01/20

07/15/20

07/15/20
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When will
it be
completed?

How will it be
monitored?

When will
it be
evaluated?

06/22/20

Through
monthly
meetings

Second
Tuesday
of Every
Month

07/15/20

Through
monthly
meetings

Second
Tuesday
of Every
Month

08/03/20

We will use
monthly
meetings to
review and make
any changes to
these documents
we deem
necessary

Second
Tuesday
of Every
Month

08/03/20

We will use
monthly
meetings to
review and make
any changes to
these documents
we deem
necessary

Second
Tuesday
of Every
Month

1.8
Classroom
Procedures

1.9
Feedback
and
Acknowledg
ement

1.14/1.15
Fidelity
Data/Annual
Evaluation

Develop school-wide
and classroom level
matrices that utilize
RHS SWAG
expectations to
illustrate school-wide
expectations,
routines,
acknowledgements,
and an in-class
continuum of
consequences.
Develop a formal
system of
acknowledgement for
students who meet
school-wide
expectations (i.e.,
acknowledgement
system).

Develop a system for
reviewing and using
SWPBIS fidelity data
at least annually &
use the TFI to
measure fidelity and
make changes to the
action plan.

Ms.
Lawler/Ms.
Burrow

Ms.
Graw/Mr.
Indigo/Ms.
Poe

Entire Team

07/15/20

07/15/20

07/15/20

08/03/20

08/03/20

08/03/20

We will use
monthly
meetings to
review and make
any changes to
these documents
we deem
necessary

Second
Tuesday
of Every
Month

We will use
monthly
meetings to
review and make
any changes to
these documents
we deem
necessary

Second
Tuesday
of Every
Month

We will give the
SAS/TFI three
times per year to
help us
formatively and
summatively
assess Tier 1
PBIS fidelity.

TFI
June
22/23,
2020
December
11, 2020
May 11,
2021
SAS
September
25, 2020
January
31, 2021
May 11,
2021

Note: The names listed under the “Who is responsible” column are Tier 1 PBIS team members. Their roles and,
team positions, and names can all be found in Table 20 above. It is also important to note that most of these were to
be completed on August 8, 2020. This marked our third official Tier 1 PBIS team meeting.
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APPENDIX 16. SWPBIS MEETING SCHEDULE
Table 6
SWPBIS Meeting Schedule

Agenda Items

Meeting Date

July 1, 2020*

July 15, 2020*

August 3, 2020*

September 8, 2020





Answer any questions from Tier 1 Team
Training
Create Tier 1 PBIS action plan
Discuss next steps
Set next meeting date




Delegate tasks for action plan activities
Set next meeting date




Present and review deliverables that were
created as part of our action plan
Rewards for NTI – Student/Teacher








SWAG Tag Update/Sponsorship
Teacher Check-In #1
Faculty Survey
Deserving Dragons Luncheon
Faculty Presentations at Faculty Meeting
PBIS Effectiveness Presentation



District Level Student Success Team –
Nominate Students
Staff Check-In Results #2
Staff Self-Assessment Results
Plans for moving forward
Transformational leadership book study
WE are getting bragged on!







October 20, 2020*




November 10, 2020



December 15, 2020
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District Level Student Success Team
Staff Check-In Results #3
Complete TFI – Tier 1 by the end of
December
CharacterStrong – SEL
Discuss PBIS Walkthrough
Bulletin Board/Signs

January 12, 2021






How are things going?
Staff Check-In Results #4
Complete TFI – District/State Official
Action Plan 2 – Second Semester – Cycle 2
Intervention



Go over Cycle/Semester 2 Action Plan and
Progress
Staff Check-In upcoming
Discuss CharacterStrong








Go over Studer Survey Results
Decide on who will present PD at faculty
meeting
Using Studer Survey results, choose what to
present over
Talk about what community members to bring
in
Creation of a Translation Student Group

March 16, 2021*








Discipline Data Review
PBIS Self-Assessment Comparisons
TFI Comparisons
Staff Check-In Results #5
TFI District Walkthrough
Student/Parent Questions

April 27, 2021*








Discipline Data Review
Staff Check-In Results #6
CharacterStrong Demo/SERVE Model
PBIS Recognition Standards Review
TFI District Walkthrough Results
Student/Parent Questions

May 11, 2021






Discipline Data Review
Changes moving forward
Official TFI Results
PBIS Recognition Checklist



January 26, 2021*
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APPENDIX 17. PBIS SELF-ASSESSMENT SURVEY – SEPTEMBER 23, 2020

Table 7
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – September 25, 2020
Current Status
(Average)
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.44
1.32
1.46
1.44
1.49
1.61

1.46
1.34
1.17
1.15

1.32
1.37
1.51
1.85
1.45
1.51
1.56
1.37
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.24
1.62

Feature

School-wide is defined as involving all students, all staff, & all settings.
1. A small number (e.g., 3-5) of positively & clearly stated student
expectations or rules are defined.
2. Expected student behaviors are taught directly.
3. Expected student behaviors are rewarded regularly.
4. Problem behaviors (failure to meet expected student behaviors) are
defined clearly.
5. Consequences for problem behaviors are defined clearly.
6. Distinctions between office v. classroom managed problem behaviors
are clear.
7. Options exist to allow classroom instruction to continue when problem
behavior occurs.
8.Procedures are in place to address emergency/dangerous situations.
9. A team exists for behavior support planning & problem solving.
10. School administrator is an active participant on the behavior support
team.
11. Data on problem behavior patterns are collected and summarized
within an on-going system.
12. Patterns of student problem behavior are reported to teams and
faculty for active decision-making on a regular basis (e.g., monthly).
13. School has formal strategies for informing families about expected
student behaviors at school.
14. Booster training activities for students are developed, modified, &
conducted based on school data.
15. School-wide behavior support team has a budget for (a) teaching
students, (b) on-going rewards, and (c) annual staff planning.
16. All staff are involved directly and/or indirectly in school-wide
interventions.
17. The school team has access to on-going training and support from
district personnel.
18. The school is required by the district to report on the social climate,
discipline level or student behavior at least annually.
Non-classroom settings are defined as particular times or places where
supervision is emphasized (e.g., hallways, cafeteria, playground, bus).
19. School-wide expected student behaviors apply to non-classroom
settings.
20. School-wide expected student behaviors are taught in non-classroom
settings.
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Priority for
Improvement
(Average)
Low = 1
Medium = 2
High = 3
1.61
1.51
1.51
1.56
1.58
1.60

1.61
1.55
1.24
1.26

1.34
1.39
1.55
1.79
1.61
1.5
1.47
1.34
Low =1.42 1
Medium = 2
High = 3
1.42
1.69

1.31
1.55
1.37
1.21
1.61
1.32
1.50
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.26
1.21
1.32

1.50
1.76
1.34
1.44
1.55
1.74
1.42
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.37
1.32
1.32

1.16
1.51
1.49
1.92
1.16

21. Supervisors actively supervise (move, scan, & interact) students in
non-classroom settings.
22. Rewards exist for meeting expected student behaviors in nonclassroom settings.
23. Physical/architectural features are modified to limit (a) unsupervised
settings, (b) unclear traffic patterns, and (c) inappropriate access to & exit
from school grounds.
24. Scheduling of student movement ensures appropriate numbers of
students in non-classroom spaces.
25. Staff receives regular opportunities for developing and improving
active supervision skills.
26. Status of student behavior and management practices are evaluated
quarterly from data.
27. All staff are involved directly or indirectly in management of nonclassroom settings.
Classroom settings are defined as instructional settings in which
teacher(s) supervise & teach groups of students.
28. Expected student behavior & routines in classrooms are stated
positively & defined clearly.
29. Problem behaviors are defined clearly.
30. Expected student behavior & routines in classrooms are taught
directly.
31. Expected student behaviors are acknowledged regularly (positively
reinforced) (>4 positives to 1 negative).
32. Problem behaviors receive consistent consequences.
33. Procedures for expected & problem behaviors are consistent with
school-wide procedures.
34. Classroom-based options exist to allow classroom instruction to
continue when problem behavior occurs.
35. Instruction & curriculum materials are matched to student ability
(math, reading, language).
36. Students experience high rates of academic success (> 75% correct).
37. Teachers have regular opportunities for access to assistance &
recommendations (observation, instruction, & coaching).
Individual student systems are defined as specific supports for students
who engage in chronic problem behaviors (1%-7% of enrollment)
38. Assessments are conducted regularly to identify students with chronic
problem behaviors.
39. A simple process exists for teachers to request assistance.
40. A behavior support team responds promptly (within 2 working days)
to students who present chronic problem behaviors.
41. Behavioral support team includes an individual skilled at conducting
functional behavioral assessment.
42. Local resources are used to conduct functional assessment-based
behavior support planning (~10 hrs/week/student).
43. Significant family &/or community members are involved when
appropriate & possible.
44. School includes formal opportunities for families to receive training
on behavioral support/positive parenting strategies.
45. Behavior is monitored & feedback provided regularly to the behavior
support team & relevant staff.
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1.40
1.46
1.51
1.26
1.58
1.29
1.57
Low = 1
Medium = 2
High = 3
1.37
1.29
1.40

1.60
1.89
1.40
1.60
1.69
1.89
1.49
Low = 1
Medium = 2
High = 3
1.39
1.43
1.40

1.23
1.53
1.56
1.77
1.31

APPENDIX 18. TIERED FIDELITY INVENTORY – INITIAL VS. SECOND
Table 8
Tiered Fidelity Inventory – SWPBIS: Initial vs. Second
Possible Data
Sources

Tier 1 Feature and Definition

1.1 Team Composition
Tier 1 team includes a Tier 1
systems coordinator, a school
administrator, a family
member, and individuals able
to provide (a) applied
behavioral expertise, (b)
coaching expertise, (c)
knowledge of student
academic and behavior
patterns, (d) knowledge about
the operations of the school
across grade levels and
programs, and for high
schools, (e) student
representation.



1.2 Team Operating
Procedures
Tier 1 team meets at least
monthly and has (a) regular
meeting format/agenda, (b)
minutes, (c) defined meeting
roles, and (d) a current action
plan.



1.3 Behavioral Expectations
School has five or fewer
positively stated behavioral
expectations and examples by
setting/location for student
and staff behaviors (i.e.,
school teaching matrix)
defined and in place.



School
Organizational
Chart
Tier 1 team
meeting
minutes

Criteria
0=Not implemented;
1=Partially implemented;
2=Fully implemented

June
22/23,
2020

December 11,
2020

0

1

0

2

1

2

0 = Tier 1 team does not exist
or does not include
coordinator, school
administrator, or individuals
with applied behavioral
expertise
1 = Tier 1 team exists, but
does not include all identified
roles or attendance of these
members is below 80%
2 = Tier 1 team exists with
coordinator, administrator,
and all identified roles
represented, AND attendance
of all roles is at or above 80%








Tier 1 team
meeting
agendas and
minutes
Tier 1 meeting
roles
descriptions
Tier 1 action
plan

0 = Tier 1 team does not use
regular meeting
format/agenda, minutes,
defined roles, or a current
action plan

TFI
Walkthrough
Tool
Staff
handbook
Student
handbook

0 = Behavioral expectations
have not been identified, are
not all positive, or are more
than 5 in number

1 = Tier 1 team has at least 2
but not all 4 features
2 = Tier 1 team meets at least
monthly and uses regular
meeting format/agenda,
minutes, defined roles, AND
has a current action plan

1 = Behavioral expectations
identified but may not include
a matrix or be posted
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2 = Five or fewer behavioral
expectations exist that are
positive, posted, and
identified for specific settings
(i.e., matrix) AND at least
90% of staff can list at least
67% of the expectations
1.4 Teaching Expectations
Expected academic and
social behaviors are taught
directly to all students in
classrooms and across other
campus settings/locations.






1.5 Problem Behavior
Definitions
School has clear definitions
for behaviors that interfere
with academic and social
success and a clear
policy/procedure (e.g.,
flowchart) for addressing
office-managed versus staffmanaged problems.






TFI
Walkthrough
Tool
Professional
development
calendar
Lesson plans
Informal
walkthroughs

0 = Expected behaviors are
not taught

Staff
handbook
Student
handbook
School policy
Discipline
flowchart

0 = No clear definitions exist,
and procedures to manage
problems are not clearly
documented

1 = Expected behaviors are
taught informally or
inconsistently

0

1

0

2

0

0

2 = Formal system with
written schedules is used to
teach expected behaviors
directly to students across
classroom and campus
settings AND at least 70% of
students can list at least 67%
of the expectations

1 = definitions and procedures
exist but are not clear and/or
not organized by staff- versus
office- managed problems
2 = Definitions and
procedures for managing
problems are clearly defined,
documented, trained, and
shared with families

1.6 Discipline Policies
School policies and
procedures describe and
emphasize proactive,
instructive, and/ or restorative
approaches to student
behavior that are
implemented consistently






Discipline
policy
Student
handbook
Code of
conduct
Informal
administrator
interview

0 = Documents contain only
reactive and punitive
consequences
1 = Documentation includes
and emphasizes proactive
approaches
2 = Documentation includes
and emphasizes proactive
approaches AND
administrator reports
consistent use
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1.7 Professional
Development
A written process is used for
orienting all faculty/staff on 4
core Tier 1 SWPBIS
practices: (a) teaching
school-wide expectations, (b)
acknowledging appropriate
behavior, (c) correcting
errors, and (d) requesting
assistance.



1.8 Classroom Procedures
Tier 1 features (school-wide
expectations, routines,
acknowledgements, in-class
continuum of consequences)
are implemented within
classrooms and consistent
with school-wide systems.



1.9 Feedback and
Acknowledgement
A formal system (i.e., written
set of procedures for specific
behavior feedback that is [a]
linked to school-wide
expectations and [b] used
across settings and within
classrooms) is in place and
used by at least 90% of a
sample of staff and received
by at least 50% of a sample
of students.



01.10 Faculty Involvement
Faculty are shown schoolwide data regularly and
provid1e input on universal
foundations (e.g.,
expectations,
acknowledgements,
definitions, consequences at
least every 12 months).





Professional
development
Staff
handbook

0 = No process for teaching
staff is in place
1 = Process is
informal/unwritten, not part
of professional development
calendar, and/or does not
include all staff or all 4 core
Tier 1 practices

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

2

2 = Formal process for
teaching all staff all aspects of
Tier 1 system, including all 4
core Tier 1 practices







Staff
handbook
Informal
walkthroughs
Progress
monitoring
Individual
classroom
data

0 = Classrooms are not
implementing Tier 1

TFI
Walkthrough
Tool
Staff
handbook

0 = No formal system for
acknowledging students

1 = Classrooms are informally
implementing Tier 1, but no
formal system exists
2 = Classrooms are formally
implementing all core Tier 1
features, consistent with
school-wide expectations

1 = Formal system is in place
and is used by at least 90% of
staff OR received by at least
50% of students
2 = Formal system for
acknowledging student
behavior is used by at least
90% of staff AND received
by at least 50% of students





PBIS SelfAssessment
Survey
Informal
Surveys
Staff meeting
minutes
Team meeting
minutes

0 = Faculty are not shown
data at least yearly and do not
provide input
1 = Faculty have been shown
data more than yearly OR
have provided feedback on
Tier 1 foundations within the
past 12 months but not both
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2 = Faculty are shown data at
least 4 times per year AND
have provided feedback on
Tier 1 practices with the past
12 months
1.11
Student/Family/Community
Involvement
Stakeholders (students,
families, and community
members) provide input on
universal foundations (e.g.,
expectations, consequences,
acknowledgements) at least
every 12 months.






Surveys
Voting results
from
parent/family
meeting
Team meeting
minutes

0 = No documentation (or no
opportunities) for stakeholder
feedback on Tier 1
foundations
1 = Documentation of input
on Tier 1 foundations, but not
within the past 12 months or
input but not from all types of
stakeholders

0

0

1

2

0

2

2 = Documentation exists that
students, families, and
community members have
provided feedback on Tier 1
practices within the past 12
months
1.12 Discipline Data
Tier 1 team has instantaneous
access to graphed reports
summarizing discipline data
organized by the frequency of
problem behavior events by
behavior, location, time of
day, and by individual
student.





School policy
Team meeting
minutes
Student
outcome data

0 = No centralized data
system with ongoing decision
making exists
1 = Data system exists but
does not allow instantaneous
access to full set of graphed
reports
2 = Discipline data system
exists that allows
instantaneous access to graphs
of frequency of problem
behavior events by behavior,
location, time of day, and
student

1.13 Data-Based Decision
Making
Tier 1 team reviews and uses
discipline data at least
monthly for decision-making.







Data decision
rules
Staff
professional
development
calendar
Staff
handbook
Team meeting
minutes

0 = No process/protocol
exists, or data are reviewed
but not used
1 = Data reviewed and used
for decision-making, but less
than monthly
2 = Team reviews discipline
data and uses data for
decision-making at least
monthly. If data indicate a
problem, an action plan is
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developed to enhance or
modify Tier 1 supports
1.14 Fidelity Data
Tier 1 team reviews and uses
SWPBIS fidelity (e.g., SET,
BoQ, TIC, SAS, Tiered
Fidelity Inventory) data at
least annually.

1.15 Annual Evaluation
Tier 1 team documents
fidelity and effectiveness of
Tier 1 practices at least
annually (including year-byyear comparisons) that are
shared with stakeholders
(staff, families, community,
district) in a usable format.














TOTAL SCORE out of 30:

School policy
Staff
handbook
School
newsletters
School
website

0 = No Tier 1 SWPBIS
fidelity data collected

Staff, student,
and family
surveys
Tier 1
handbook
Fidelity tools
School policy
Student
outcomes
District
reports
School
newsletters

0 = No evaluation takes place,
or evaluation occurs without
data

1 = Tier 1 fidelity collected
informally and/or less often
than annually

0

2

0

2

2 = Tier 1 fidelity data
collected and used for
decision making annually

1 = Evaluation conducted, but
not annually, or outcomes are
not used to shape the Tier 1
process and/ or not shared
with stakeholders
2 = Evaluation conducted at
least annually, and outcomes
shared with stakeholders, with
clear alterations in process
based on evaluation
Percent of PBIS Tier 1
Implementation:
June 22/23, 2020

Percent of PBIS Tier 1
Implementation:
December 11, 2020

7%

73%

2/30
Note: The first column of scores represents initial TFI scores from RHSs initial Tier 1 Team training. The second
column of scores represent our second time completing the TFI at the end of the first improvement science cycle.
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APPENDIX 19. SWPBIS INTERVENTION 2 ACTION PLAN

Table 9
SWPBIS Intervention 2 Action Plan

Tier Core Feature

1.1 & 1.11
Team Composition &
Student/Family/Commu
nity Involvement

1.3
Behavioral Expectations

Action/Activity

Who is
responsible?

When
will it
be
started?

When will
it be
completed?

Although we
scored ourselves
as a 2 on
behavior
expectations,
during our
district
walkthrough it
was evident that
our students did
not know what
our SWAG
acronym stood
for. We are
taking action
below (see 1.4),
but we also
have decided to
make signs to
hang around the
school and start
incorporating
the meaning of
SWAG in our
morning and
afternoon
announcements.

When will
it be
evaluated?

Through
fidelity
tools such
as the TFI
and SAS.

Empower
family members
and students to
participate in
PBIS.
Find multiple
parents and
community
members to join
our PBIS
committee.

How will it
be
monitored?

Mr. Shear

12/15/20

01/12/21

Administrati
on/Team
Members
12/15/20
Ms.
Lawler/Ms.
Burrow
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02/09/20

Monthly
team
meetings
using data
collected
from
surveys
and SWIS.

District
TFI
Walkthrou
gh, TFI,
and SAS

01/12/21
05/04/21
05/14/21

01/12/21
05/04/21
05/14/21

Formation of
PBIS Bulletin
Board

1.4
Teaching Expectations

1.6
Discipline Policies

1.7 & 1.8
Professional
Development and
Classroom Procedures

Develop a
lesson for
teachers to
facilitate in their
class to teacher
RHS’s SWAG
expectations.

Incorporate
proactive and
restorative
practices into
discipline
policies –
Create system
where students
that are
removed from
class will have a
restorative
meeting with
their counselor
before
returning.

Incorporate PD
into faculty
meeting and
teach
expectations via
the lesson that is
being developed
(see 1.4).

Through
fidelity
tools such
as the TFI
and SAS
Mr.
Michaels/Mr
. Graw

12/15/20

01/12/21

Monthly
team
meetings
using data
collected
from
surveys
and SWIS

01/12/21
05/04/21
05/14/21

Through
fidelity
tools such
as the TFI
and SAS
Counselors

12/15/20

01/12/21

Monthly
team
meetings
using data
collected
from
surveys
and SWIS

01/12/21
05/04/21
05/14/21

Through
fidelity
tools such
as the TFI
and SAS
Entire Team
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12/15/20

01/12/21

Monthly
team
meetings
using data
collected
from
surveys
and SWIS

01/12/21
05/04/21
05/14/21

APPENDIX 20. PBIS SELF-ASSESSMENT SURVEY – JANUARY 31, 2021

Table 10
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – January 31, 2021
Current Status
(Average)
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.28 (1.44)
1.50** (1.32)
1.41 (1.46)
1.41 (1.44)
1.43 (1.49)
1.38* (1.61)

1.45 (1.46)
1.28 (1.34)
1.22** (1.17)
1.16 (1.15)

1.25 (1.32)
1.31 (1.37)
1.50 (1.51)
1.59* (1.85)
1.34 (1.45)
1.47 (1.51)
1.44 (1.56)
1.25 (1.37)
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.31** (1.24)
1.76*** (1.62)
1.31 (1.31)

Feature

School-wide is defined as involving all students, all staff, & all settings.
1. A small number (e.g., 3-5) of positively & clearly stated student
expectations or rules are defined.
2. Expected student behaviors are taught directly.
3. Expected student behaviors are rewarded regularly.
4. Problem behaviors (failure to meet expected student behaviors) are
defined clearly.
5. Consequences for problem behaviors are defined clearly.
6. Distinctions between office v. classroom managed problem behaviors
are clear.
7. Options exist to allow classroom instruction to continue when problem
behavior occurs.
8. Procedures are in place to address emergency/dangerous situations.
9. A team exists for behavior support planning & problem solving.
10. School administrator is an active participant on the behavior support
team.
11. Data on problem behavior patterns are collected and summarized
within an on-going system.
12. Patterns of student problem behavior are reported to teams and
faculty for active decision-making on a regular basis (e.g., monthly).
13. School has formal strategies for informing families about expected
student behaviors at school.
14. Booster training activities for students are developed, modified, &
conducted based on school data.
15. School-wide behavior support team has a budget for (a) teaching
students, (b) on-going rewards, and (c) annual staff planning.
16. All staff are involved directly and/or indirectly in school-wide
interventions.
17. The school team has access to on-going training and support from
district personnel.
18. The school is required by the district to report on the social climate,
discipline level or student behavior at least annually.
Non-classroom settings are defined as particular times or places where
supervision is emphasized (e.g., hallways, cafeteria, playground, bus).
19. School-wide expected student behaviors apply to non-classroom
settings.
20. School-wide expected student behaviors are taught in non-classroom
settings.
21. Supervisors actively supervise (move, scan, & interact) students in
non-classroom settings.
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Priority for
Improvement
(Average)
Low = 1
Medium = 2
High = 3
1.35* (1.61)
1.44 (1.51)
1.30 (1.51)
1.52 (1.56)
1.47 (1.58)
1.43* (1.60)

1.42* (1.61)
1.30 (1.55)
1.20 (1.24)
1.07 (1.26)

1.20 (1.34)
1.33 (1.39)
1.65*** (1.55)
1.48* (1.79)
1.27* (1.61)
1.43 (1.50)
1.40 (1.47)
1.17 (1.34)
Low = 1
Medium = 2
High = 3
1.36 (1.42)
1.71*** (1.69)
1.36 (1.40)

1.41 (1.55)
1.41** (1.37)
1.25** (1.21)
1.59* (1.61)
1.34 (1.32)
1.62*** (1.50)
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.30** (1.26)
1.29** (1.21)
1.29 (1.32)

1.29 (1.50)
1.50* (1.76)
1.43** (1.34)

1.39 (1.44)
1.57** (1.55)
1.82*** (1.74)
1.32 (1.42)
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.46** (1.37)

22. Rewards exist for meeting expected student behaviors in nonclassroom settings.
23. Physical/architectural features are modified to limit (a) unsupervised
settings, (b) unclear traffic patterns, and (c) inappropriate access to & exit
from school grounds.
24. Scheduling of student movement ensures appropriate numbers of
students in non-classroom spaces.
25. Staff receives regular opportunities for developing and improving
active supervision skills.
26. Status of student behavior and management practices are evaluated
quarterly from data.
27. All staff are involved directly or indirectly in management of nonclassroom settings.
Classroom settings are defined as instructional settings in which
teacher(s) supervise & teach groups of students.
28. Expected student behavior & routines in classrooms are stated
positively & defined clearly.
29. Problem behaviors are defined clearly.
30. Expected student behavior & routines in classrooms are taught
directly.
31. Expected student behaviors are acknowledged regularly (positively
reinforced) (>4 positives to 1 negative).
32. Problem behaviors receive consistent consequences.
33. Procedures for expected & problem behaviors are consistent with
school-wide procedures.
34. Classroom-based options exist to allow classroom instruction to
continue when problem behavior occurs.
35. Instruction & curriculum materials are matched to student ability
(math, reading, language).
36. Students experience high rates of academic success (> 75% correct).
37. Teachers have regular opportunities for access to assistance &
recommendations (observation, instruction, & coaching).
Individual student systems are defined as specific supports for students
who engage in chronic problem behaviors (1%-7% of enrollment)

1.36 (1.46)
1.43 (1.51)
1.25 (1.26)
1.39 (1.58)
1.25 (1.29)
1.63*** (1.57)
Low = 1
Medium = 2
High = 3
1.29 (1.37)
1.30* (1.29)
1.26 (1.40)

1.33* (1.60)
1.50* (1.89)
1.33 (1.40)

1.37* (1.60)
1.66* (1.69)
2.07*** (1.89)
1.46 (1.49)
Low = 1
Medium = 2
High = 3

38. Assessments are conducted regularly to identify students with chronic
1.38 (1.39)
problem behaviors.
1.29 (1.32)
39. A simple process exists for teachers to request assistance.
1.30 (1.43)
1.21 (1.32)
40. A behavior support team responds promptly (within 2 working days)
1.25 (1.40)
to students who present chronic problem behaviors.
1.29** (1.16)
41. Behavioral support team includes an individual skilled at conducting
1.26** (1.23)
functional behavioral assessment.
1.46** (1.51)
42. Local resources are used to conduct functional assessment-based
1.48 (1.53)
behavior support planning (~10 hrs/week/student).
1.64*** (1.49)
43. Significant family &/or community members are involved when
1.71*** 1.56
appropriate & possible.
1.92* (1.92)
44. School includes formal opportunities for families to receive training
1.88*** (1.77)
on behavioral support/positive parenting strategies.
1.21** (1.16)
45. Behavior is monitored & feedback provided regularly to the behavior
1.23 (1.31)
support team & relevant staff.
Note: Averages listed in parentheses are those from the first PBIS Self-Assessment Survey on September 25, 2020.
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APPENDIX 21. PBIS SELF-ASSESSMENT SURVEY – MAY 11, 2021

Table 11
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey – May 11, 2021
Current Status
(Average)
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.25 (1.28)
1.48 (1.50)
1.32 (1.41)
1.34 (1.41)
1.54** (1.43)
1.64*** (1.38)

1.57** (1.45)
1.44** (1.28)
1.31** (1.22)
1.25** (1.16)

1.17 (1.25)
1.43** (1.31)
1.52** (1.50)
1.89*** (1.59)
1.39** (1.34)
1.46 (1.47)
1.50** (1.44)
1.31** (1.25)
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.26 (1.31)
1.58* (1.76)
1.33** (1.31)

Feature

School-wide is defined as involving all students, all staff, & all settings.
1. A small number (e.g., 3-5) of positively & clearly stated student
expectations or rules are defined.
2. Expected student behaviors are taught directly.
3. Expected student behaviors are rewarded regularly.
4. Problem behaviors (failure to meet expected student behaviors) are
defined clearly.
5. Consequences for problem behaviors are defined clearly.
6. Distinctions between office v. classroom managed problem behaviors
are clear.
7. Options exist to allow classroom instruction to continue when problem
behavior occurs.
8. Procedures are in place to address emergency/dangerous situations.
9. A team exists for behavior support planning & problem solving.
10. School administrator is an active participant on the behavior support
team.
11. Data on problem behavior patterns are collected and summarized
within an on-going system.
12. Patterns of student problem behavior are reported to teams and
faculty for active decision-making on a regular basis (e.g., monthly).
13. School has formal strategies for informing families about expected
student behaviors at school.
14. Booster training activities for students are developed, modified, &
conducted based on school data.
15. School-wide behavior support team has a budget for (a) teaching
students, (b) on-going rewards, and (c) annual staff planning.
16. All staff are involved directly and/or indirectly in school-wide
interventions.
17. The school team has access to on-going training and support from
district personnel.
18. The school is required by the district to report on the social climate,
discipline level or student behavior at least annually.
Non-classroom settings are defined as particular times or places where
supervision is emphasized (e.g., hallways, cafeteria, playground, bus).
19. School-wide expected student behaviors apply to non-classroom
settings.
20. School-wide expected student behaviors are taught in non-classroom
settings.
21. Supervisors actively supervise (move, scan, & interact) students in
non-classroom settings.
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Priority for
Improvement
(Average)
Low = 1
Medium = 2
High = 3
1.55** (1.35)
1.61*** (1.44)
1.61*** (1.30)
1.65*** (1.52)
1.75*** (1.47)
1.71*** (1.43)
1.68*** (1.42)
1.67*** (1.30)
1.48** (1.20)
1.26** (1.07)
1.30** (1.20)
1.62*** (1.33)
1.52* (1.65)
1.86*** (1.48)
1.41** (1.27)
1.54** (1.43)
1.50** (1.40)
1.41** (1.17)
Low = 1
Medium = 2
High = 3
1.33 (1.36)
1.77*** (1.71)
1.44** (1.36)

1.52** (1.41)
1.44** (1.41)
1.30** (1.25)
1.50 (1.59)
1.23 (1.34)
1.34* (1.62)
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.26 (1.30)
1.33** (1.29)
1.41** (1.29)

1.48** (1.29)
1.81*** (1.50)
1.70*** (1.43)
1.46** (1.39)
1.56 (1.57)
1.65* (1.82)
1.37** (1.32)
In Place = 1
Partial in Place =
2
Not in Place = 3
1.41 (1.46)

22. Rewards exist for meeting expected student behaviors in nonclassroom settings.
23. Physical/architectural features are modified to limit (a) unsupervised
settings, (b) unclear traffic patterns, and (c) inappropriate access to & exit
from school grounds.
24. Scheduling of student movement ensures appropriate numbers of
students in non-classroom spaces.
25. Staff receives regular opportunities for developing and improving
active supervision skills.
26. Status of student behavior and management practices are evaluated
quarterly from data.
27. All staff are involved directly or indirectly in management of nonclassroom settings.
Classroom settings are defined as instructional settings in which
teacher(s) supervise & teach groups of students.
28. Expected student behavior & routines in classrooms are stated
positively & defined clearly.
29. Problem behaviors are defined clearly.
30. Expected student behavior & routines in classrooms are taught
directly.
31. Expected student behaviors are acknowledged regularly (positively
reinforced) (>4 positives to 1 negative).
32. Problem behaviors receive consistent consequences.
33. Procedures for expected & problem behaviors are consistent with
school-wide procedures.
34. Classroom-based options exist to allow classroom instruction to
continue when problem behavior occurs.
35. Instruction & curriculum materials are matched to student ability
(math, reading, language).
36. Students experience high rates of academic success (> 75% correct).
37. Teachers have regular opportunities for access to assistance &
recommendations (observation, instruction, & coaching).
Individual student systems are defined as specific supports for students
who engage in chronic problem behaviors (1%-7% of enrollment)

1.62*** (1.36)
1.48** (1.43)
1.48** (1.25)
1.65*** (1.39)
1.31** (1.25)
1.58* (1.63)
Low = 1
Medium = 2
High = 3
1.36** (1.29)
1.40** (1.30)

1.52** (1.26)
1.52** (1.33)
2.0*** (1.50)
1.80*** (1.33)
1.50** (1.37)
1.56* (1.66)
1.76* (2.07)
1.40 (1.46)
Low = 1
Medium = 2
High = 3

38. Assessments are conducted regularly to identify students with chronic
1.46** (1.38)
problem behaviors.
1.44** (1.29)
39. A simple process exists for teachers to request assistance.
1.50** (1.30)
1.63*** (1.21)
40. A behavior support team responds promptly (within 2 working days)
1.73*** (1.25)
to students who present chronic problem behaviors.
1.41** (1.29)
41. Behavioral support team includes an individual skilled at conducting
1.46** (1.26)
functional behavioral assessment.
1.46 (1.46)
42. Local resources are used to conduct functional assessment-based
1.48 (1.48)
behavior support planning (~10 hrs/week/student).
1.65*** (1.64)
43. Significant family &/or community members are involved when
1.76*** (1.71)
appropriate & possible.
1.96*** (1.92)
44. School includes formal opportunities for families to receive training
1.96*** (1.88)
on behavioral support/positive parenting strategies.
1.33** (1.21)
45. Behavior is monitored & feedback provided regularly to the behavior
1.42** (1.23)
support team & relevant staff.
Note: Averages listed in parentheses are those from the second PBIS Self-Assessment Survey on January 31, 2021
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APPENDIX 22. TIERED FIDELITY INVENTORY: JUNE 2020 – DECEMBER 2020 –
MAY 2021
Table 12
Tiered Fidelity Inventory: June 2020 – December 2020 – May 2021

Possible Data
Sources

Tier 1 Feature and Definition

1.1 Team Composition
Tier 1 team includes a Tier 1
systems coordinator, a school
administrator, a family
member, and individuals able
to provide (a) applied
behavioral expertise, (b)
coaching expertise, (c)
knowledge of student
academic and behavior
patterns, (d) knowledge about
the operations of the school
across grade levels and
programs, and for high
schools, (e) student
representation.



1.2 Team Operating
Procedures
Tier 1 team meets at least
monthly and has (a) regular
meeting format/agenda, (b)
minutes, (c) defined meeting
roles, and (d) a current action
plan.





School
Organizational
Chart
Tier 1 team
meeting
minutes

Criteria
0=Not implemented;
1=Partially
implemented; 2=Fully
implemented

June
22/23,
2020

December
11, 2020

May
11,
2021

0

1

2

0

2

2

0 = Tier 1 team does
not exist or does not
include coordinator,
school administrator, or
individuals with
applied behavioral
expertise
1 = Tier 1 team exists,
but does not include all
identified roles or
attendance of these
members is below 80%
2 = Tier 1 team exists
with coordinator,
administrator, and all
identified roles
represented, AND
attendance of all roles
is at or above 80%




Tier 1 team
meeting
agendas and
minutes
Tier 1 meeting
roles
descriptions
Tier 1 action
plan

0 = Tier 1 team does
not use regular meeting
format/agenda,
minutes, defined roles,
or a current action plan
1 = Tier 1 team has at
least 2 but not all 4
features
2 = Tier 1 team meets
at least monthly and
uses regular meeting
format/agenda,
minutes, defined roles,
AND has a current
action plan
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1.3 Behavioral Expectations
School has five or fewer
positively stated behavioral
expectations and examples by
setting/location for student
and staff behaviors (i.e.,
school teaching matrix)
defined and in place.





TFI
Walkthrough
Tool
Staff
handbook
Student
handbook

0 = Behavioral
expectations have not
been identified, are not
all positive, or are more
than 5 in number
1 = Behavioral
expectations identified
but may not include a
matrix or be posted

1

2

2

0

1

1

0

2

2

2 = Five or fewer
behavioral expectations
exist that are positive,
posted, and identified
for specific settings
(i.e., matrix) AND at
least 90% of staff can
list at least 67% of the
expectations
1.4 Teaching Expectations
Expected academic and
social behaviors are taught
directly to all students in
classrooms and across other
campus settings/locations.






1.5 Problem Behavior
Definitions
School has clear definitions
for behaviors that interfere
with academic and social
success and a clear
policy/procedure (e.g.,
flowchart) for addressing
office-managed versus staffmanaged problems.






TFI
Walkthrough
Tool
Professional
development
calendar
Lesson plans
Informal
walkthroughs

0 = Expected behaviors
are not taught

Staff
handbook
Student
handbook
School policy
Discipline
flowchart

0 = No clear definitions
exist, and procedures to
manage problems are
not clearly documented

1 = Expected behaviors
are taught informally or
inconsistently
2 = Formal system with
written schedules is
used to teach expected
behaviors directly to
students across
classroom and campus
settings AND at least
70% of students can list
at least 67% of the
expectations

1 = definitions and
procedures exist but are
not clear and/or not
organized by staffversus office- managed
problems
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2 = Definitions and
procedures for
managing problems are
clearly defined,
documented, trained,
and shared with
families
1.6 Discipline Policies
School policies and
procedures describe and
emphasize proactive,
instructive, and/ or restorative
approaches to student
behavior that are
implemented consistently

1.7 Professional
Development
A written process is used for
orienting all faculty/staff on 4
core Tier 1 SWPBIS
practices: (a) teaching
school-wide expectations, (b)
acknowledging appropriate
behavior, (c) correcting
errors, and (d) requesting
assistance.









Discipline
policy
Student
handbook
Code of
conduct
Informal
administrator
interview

0 = Documents contain
only reactive and
punitive consequences

Professional
development
Staff
handbook

0 = No process for
teaching staff is in
place

1 = Documentation
includes and
emphasizes proactive
approaches

0

0

2

0

1

1

0

1

1

2 = Documentation
includes and
emphasizes proactive
approaches AND
administrator reports
consistent use

1 = Process is
informal/unwritten, not
part of professional
development calendar,
and/or does not include
all staff or all 4 core
Tier 1 practices
2 = Formal process for
teaching all staff all
aspects of Tier 1
system, including all 4
core Tier 1 practices

1.8 Classroom Procedures
Tier 1 features (school-wide
expectations, routines,
acknowledgements, in-class
continuum of consequences)
are implemented within
classrooms and consistent
with school-wide systems.






Staff
handbook
Informal
walkthroughs
Progress
monitoring
Individual
classroom
data

0 = Classrooms are not
implementing Tier 1
1 = Classrooms are
informally
implementing Tier 1,
but no formal system
exists
2 = Classrooms are
formally implementing
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all core Tier 1 features,
consistent with schoolwide expectations
1.9 Feedback and
Acknowledgement
A formal system (i.e., written
set of procedures for specific
behavior feedback that is [a]
linked to school-wide
expectations and [b] used
across settings and within
classrooms) is in place and
used by at least 90% of a
sample of staff and received
by at least 50% of a sample
of students.



01.10 Faculty Involvement
Faculty are shown schoolwide data regularly and
provid1e input on universal
foundations (e.g.,
expectations,
acknowledgements,
definitions, consequences at
least every 12 months).





TFI
Walkthrough
Tool
Staff
handbook

0 = No formal system
for acknowledging
students
1 = Formal system is in
place and is used by at
least 90% of staff OR
received by at least
50% of students

0

2

2

0

2

2

0

0

2

2 = Formal system for
acknowledging student
behavior is used by at
least 90% of staff AND
received by at least
50% of students





PBIS SelfAssessment
Survey
Informal
Surveys
Staff meeting
minutes
Team meeting
minutes

0 = Faculty are not
shown data at least
yearly and do not
provide input
1 = Faculty have been
shown data more than
yearly OR have
provided feedback on
Tier 1 foundations
within the past 12
months but not both
2 = Faculty are shown
data at least 4 times per
year AND have
provided feedback on
Tier 1 practices with
the past 12 months

1.11
Student/Family/Community
Involvement
Stakeholders (students,
families, and community
members) provide input on
universal foundations (e.g.,
expectations, consequences,
acknowledgements) at least
every 12 months.






Surveys
Voting results
from
parent/family
meeting
Team meeting
minutes

0 = No documentation
(or no opportunities)
for stakeholder
feedback on Tier 1
foundations
1 = Documentation of
input on Tier 1
foundations, but not
within the past 12
months or input but not
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from all types of
stakeholders
2 = Documentation
exists that students,
families, and
community members
have provided feedback
on Tier 1 practices
within the past 12
months
1.12 Discipline Data
Tier 1 team has instantaneous
access to graphed reports
summarizing discipline data
organized by the frequency of
problem behavior events by
behavior, location, time of
day, and by individual
student.





School policy
Team meeting
minutes
Student
outcome data

0 = No centralized data
system with ongoing
decision making exists
1 = Data system exists
but does not allow
instantaneous access to
full set of graphed
reports

1

2

2

0

2

2

2 = Discipline data
system exists that
allows instantaneous
access to graphs of
frequency of problem
behavior events by
behavior, location, time
of day, and student
1.13 Data-Based Decision
Making
Tier 1 team reviews and uses
discipline data at least
monthly for decision-making.







Data decision
rules
Staff
professional
development
calendar
Staff
handbook
Team meeting
minutes

0 = No
process/protocol exists,
or data are reviewed
but not used
1 = Data reviewed and
used for decisionmaking, but less than
monthly
2 = Team reviews
discipline data and uses
data for decisionmaking at least
monthly. If data
indicate a problem, an
action plan is
developed to enhance
or modify Tier 1
supports
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1.14 Fidelity Data
Tier 1 team reviews and uses
SWPBIS fidelity (e.g., SET,
BoQ, TIC, SAS, Tiered
Fidelity Inventory) data at
least annually.






School policy
Staff
handbook
School
newsletters
School
website

0 = No Tier 1 SWPBIS
fidelity data collected
1 = Tier 1 fidelity
collected informally
and/or less often than
annually

0

2

2

0

2

2

2 = Tier 1 fidelity data
collected and used for
decision making
annually
1.15 Annual Evaluation
Tier 1 team documents
fidelity and effectiveness of
Tier 1 practices at least
annually (including year-byyear comparisons) that are
shared with stakeholders
(staff, families, community,
district) in a usable format.









TOTAL SCORE out of 30:

Staff, student,
and family
surveys
Tier 1
handbook
Fidelity tools
School policy
Student
outcomes
District
reports
School
newsletters

0 = No evaluation takes
place, or evaluation
occurs without data
1 = Evaluation
conducted, but not
annually, or outcomes
are not used to shape
the Tier 1 process and/
or not shared with
stakeholders
2 = Evaluation
conducted at least
annually, and outcomes
shared with
stakeholders, with clear
alterations in process
based on evaluation

Percent PBIS Tier 1
Implementation:
June 22/23, 2020

Percent PBIS Tier 1
Implementation:
December 11, 2020

Percent PBIS Tier 1
Implementation:
May 11, 2021

2/30
7%
73%
90%
Note: All Tiered Fidelity Inventories completed by RHS’s Tier 1 PBIS Team are included in the table above.

349

APPENDIX 23. 2020-2021 PBIS RECOGNITION OF FIDELITY STANDARDS
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